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APPENDIX A

SPECIFIC LEGISLATIVE CF_A_TGESTO

THE FOOB STA_ ACT, 1981 - 1982

(reprinted from the .vNS Interim Report to Congress)

1. Omtnbus Bud et Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P..L. 97-35; enacted

A. _esures to Control Program Costs

Sec. 101J=amtly Untt Requtrment

o Children ltvtng wtth nonelderly parents are reClUired to ftle for food
stamp benefits as a single untt. Thts stipulation prevents children

'- and parents who share a residence from claiming separate household
status on the basis of separate food purchases and meal preparation.
(The "food unit" test continues to determine a11 other househo]d
composition situations.)

Sec. 102 Boarders

o The provision for the eligibility of boarders ts deleted.

Sec. 103 Adjustment of the Thrtfty Food Plan

o The adjfustmnt of the basic guarantee (the Thrtfty Food Plan) ts
delayed from January lg8z (and each January thereafter) to April 1982
July 1983, and October 1984 (and each October thereafter).
Adjustments are to reflect changes in the cost of the Thrifty Food
Plan in the 15-month period ending 3 months before the date of the
adjustment.

Sec. 104 Gross Incam Eligibility Standard

o The tncome eligibility test for households wtthout an elderly or
dtsabled member ts changed from a net income standard equal to 100
percent of the income poverty guidelines to a gross income standard
equal to 130 percent of these guidelines.

Sec. 105 Ad_lustment of Deductions

o The adjustment of the standard deduction and the dependent care/
excess shelter deduction ltmtt ts dela_,KI from January 1982 (and each
January thereafter) unit1 July 1983, October 1984, and each October
thereafter.

o Homeownershtp costs are removed from the price indtces which serve as
the basis for these adjustments.

Sec. 106 Earned Income Deduction

o The earned income disregard ts lowered from 20 percent to 18 percent
of earnings.
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Sec. 107 Retrospective Accounting

o Effective October 1, 1983, household income (except for migrant
farmworkers)must be determinedon a retrospectivebasisfor the
purposeof establishingbenefitlevels.

o Eligibilitymay be determinedprospectivelyor retrospectively.

o Initial allotments to newly certified households are to be
supplemented to prevent serious hardship.

o USOAmaywaive the provisions of this section to permit a State to
calculate income for food stem purposes in the samefashion it uses

_. for AFDC.

Sec. 108 Periodic Reporting

o Effective October 1, 1983, certain households are required to report
on their circumstances each month. All households with earners,

.. potential earners, or work registrants, or subject to AFDCmonthly
reporting must file monthly reports. Exemptions are provided for
migrant farmworkers and households in which all roe,al)ersare elderly
or dtsabled and do not earn income.

Sec. 109 Eligibility of Strikers
V

o Households with strikers are ineligible unless eligtble immediately
before the strike.

o No household may receive increased benefits because of a strike
lowertngtis income.

Sec. llO Prorating Ftrst gbnth's Benefits

o Initial allotments are prorated from the date of wplicatton.
Previously, newly certified households got a full month's allotment
for the month of application regardless of the date of _plication.

'_ Sec. 111 Outreach

o State agency outreach requirements are abolished.

o Federal administrative cost sharing funds may not be used for
outreach.

Sec. I13 Waiving and Offsetting Claims, Improved Recovery of
Overpa)mmnts

o USOAmay recover claims against States by reducing administrative
cost sharing funds.

o States may recover fraud and nonfraud claims against households
(except those caused by State agency error) by reducing coupon
al lotments.
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Sec. IlS Repeal of Increases in Oependent Care Oeductions for Worktng
Adults and Medtcal Deductions for the E]derly and Disabled.

o The Act repeals two liberalizations of the tncome deduction structure
enacted by the 1980 amendments to the. Food Stamp Act and scheduled
for tWlementatton on October 1, 1981.

o One change would have created a deduction for dependent care expenses
up to SgO separate from the excess shelter cost deduction.

o The other change vmuld have lowered the threshold for the medtcal
expense deduction from $36 to $_ and counted the medical costs of

__ none]derly, nondtsabled spouses toward the deduction.

Sec. 116 Puerto Rico Block ;rant

o Puerto Rico's participation In the Food Stamp Program is terminated
as of July 1, 1987..

o Puerto Rtco w111 recetve an $825 mtllion block grant ($Z06.S mt111on
for the last quarter of Ftscal Year lgS?.) for assistance to needy
persons.

B. Meesures to Strengthen Program Administration

Sec. Z12 Disqualification Penalities for Fraud and _srepresentatton

o The basis for disqualification ts broadened to Include violations of
State statutes.

o 01SCluallficatten penalties for Intentional program violations are
Increased to 6 months for the ftrst offense, 1 year for the second
offense, and permanently for the thtr_l offense.

O NOhousehold may receive Increased benefits because a member ts
dlsqualt ft ed.

o States must proceed against alleged violators either through
edmtntstrattve heartngs or Judtctal action.

Sec. 114 States' Shere of Collected Claim

o States may retatn SO percent of all fraud clatms and _ percent of
&11 nonfraud clatms (except those caused by State agency error).

2. strtbutton Mendments of 1981 (PFood St and Commodtt 0t .L. 97-g8;
enac

A. Neasures to Control Program Costs

Sec, 1304 Adjustment of the Thrtfty Food Plan

o The adjustment scheduled for Aprtl I987. ts dtalayed until October
1987.. The adjustment wtll be based on changes tn the cost of the
Thrifty Food Plan In the ?.l-month period ending June 30, 1982, The
July 1983 adjustment is moved to October 19e3, a'.d wtll be based on
June 1983 prices.
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.- B. Measures to Strengthen Program Ac_inistratlon

Sec. 130ZHousehold Definition

o The exclusion of elderly parents from the parent/ch41d stngle
household rule (section 101 of OBRA)is broadened to tnclude disabled
parents. .

Sec. 1303 Alaska's Thrifty Food Plan

o USOAts required to establish separate Thrifty Food Plans for urban
and rural Alaska.

_- Sec. 1305 ReimbursementExclusion

o No portion of an AFOCgrant attributable to work or chtld care
expenses may be considered a reimbursement excluded from gross
tncome.

" Sec. 1306 Energy Assistance Pa_ents; Excluded Paymentsof Other
Programs

· The criteria for detemtning excludable State and local energy
assistance ts tightened.

Sec. 1307 Disallowance of Deductions for ExpensesPaid by Vendor
Pa_ents

o Expensesmet by third-party payments may not be deducted from
income.

Sec. 1308 Attribution of Incom and Resources of Sponsored Altens

o A portion of the income and resources of an alien's sponsor ts deemed
available to the alten.

Sec. ].309 Resources

o The statutory freeze on resource recjulatton_-oo-vehtcles-ts rEmOved.-

Sec. 1310 Annualizatt_m of Work Registration

o Work registration is changed from a semiannual to an annual
requirement.

Sec. 1311 WorkRequirements

o The disqualification penalty for voluntarily quitting a Job ts
applied to participants as well as applicants.

o Themaximumage of a child who can exempt his parent from work
registration Is lowered from under 12 to under six.

o Lack of adequate child care for a child aged six through ].1
constitutes good cause for refusing a Job.
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0 Failureto complywith the requirementsof anotherprogramwhich
-- exemptsa personfromfoodstampwork requirementswiT1 subjectthat

personto the foodstampworksanctions.

Sec. 1312StateIssuanceLiability

. o USDA is authorizedto establishfiscaltolerancesfor Statemail
' issuance losses.

Sec. 1313 Access of Cmptroller General to Infomatton

o The General Accounting Office is authorized to review confidential
informationfromapplicantretailersin the courseof auditingother

_- programs.

Sec. 1314 Reporting of Abuses by the Public

o Authorizedretailersmust displaya signwhichinformsthe publichow
to report program abuse.

Sec. 1315 Retail Redemptions

o Savings and loan associations are authorized to redeem food coupons.

Sec. 1316 Sixty-OayTransfer of Certification

o Thissectiondeletesthe requirementthatStateagenciesguarantee
relocatinghouseholds60 daysof uninterruptedbenefits.

Sec.1317Noticeof Verification

o Applicationformsmust containa boldfacewarningthat information
'willbe verifiedand that falsifyinginformationmay resulttn
crtmtnalprosecution.

Sec.I318RecertificattonNotice

o Stateagenciesarerequiredto informhouseholdsthattheir
certificationperiodts expiringpriorto the lastmonthof the
_riod, ratherthanimmediatelypriorto or at the startof this
month.

Sec.131gDisclosureof Informationto ComptrollerGeneral,Law Enforcement
Officials

o The ;eneralAccountingOfficeis authorizedto reviewconfidential
informationfrom applicanthouseholdsin the courseof auditing
anotherprogram.

o All informationfromapplicanthouseholdsmay be providedto law
enforcementofficials investigatingallegedprogramviolations.

Sec.1,3_Restorationof LostBenefits

o The periodof timefor whichimproperlydeniedbenefitsmust be
_ restoredis limitedto oneyear.
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Sec. 1321 Information

o Wagematching with unemplo_nent compensation or Social Security data
is mandated.

o State agency contracts wtth issuance'agents tn areas where photo ID's
are requtred must hold the agent liable for losses in which the photo

v Il) information was not properly inspected and recorded.

Sec. 1322 Nutrition Education Program

o USDAmayuse the techniques of the expanded food an(I nutrition
education program (EFNEP)and other programs for nutrition education

_. activities, rather than be restricted to only using the EFNEP.

Sec. Z323 Alaskan Fee Agents

o USOAshall permit Alaska to use fee agents for various administrative
activities in rural areas.

Sec. 1324 MinimumMandatory Court Sentence for Criminal Offenses; Work
Restitution Program

· [mprisonment not to exceed 1 year is required for second and
subsequent crtminal convictions under the Food StampAct.

o Courts mayassign work to provide restitution to the government for
its losses tn lteu of incarceration.

o Courts may lengthen administrative disqualification penalties by 18
months.

Sec. ].325 Staffing

o This provision deletes the USDArequirement to establish State
st afftng standards.

Sec. 1326 Incentives for Error Reduction Efforts and Corrective Action
Plans

o States must meet Federal standards for improper dent als and
terminations (as well as achieve a ZS percent reduction tn their
error rate) to qualtfy for enhanced administrative cost-sharing at
the 65 percent level.

o States receiving enhancedadministrative cost-sharing at the 65 and
60 percent levels must develop corrective action plans to reduce
errors. Formerly,onlyStateswhichdid not qualifyfor enhanced
fundingwererequiredto submittheseplans.

'_ Sec.1327SocialSecurityAccountNumbers

o All householdmembersmust supplysocialsecuritynumbersas a
conditionof programeligibility.
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Sec. 1328 Extending and AmendingCash-Out Pilot Projects

o Authority to operate current cash-out projects for the elderly and
dtsabled ts extended untt l October 1, 1985.

o USDAts authorized to conduct cash-out demonstration projects for
· pure AFDChouseholds as well as the elderly and disabled.

Sec. 1329 Nutritional Monitoring

o USOA.ts to implement ptlot projects to evaluate different meansof
measuring the nutritional status of low-Income people over time.

'- Sec. 1330 Ptlot Projects to Stmpltfy the Processing of Applications for
Certain AFDC,SSI, and Medicaid Households

o Authorizes USDAto conduct pilot projects to evaluate simplified
eligibility and benefit determination for households which also
receive AFl)C,Medicaid,or SSI.

Sec. 1333 Food StampFunding and Program Extension

o The Food StampProgram ts reauthorized for $11.3 btllion for Ftscal
Year I982.

-- Sec. 1332 Incentives, Sanctions, and Claims

o Collected claims are credited to the appropriation account for the
ftscal year in which collection occurs.

o Enhancedadministrative cost-sharing ts patd from the appropriation
account for the fiscal year in which funds are provided.

Sec. 1333 Workfare

o States or political subdivisions may establish _rkfare programs in
which food stamp recipients work in exchange for their allotments.

3. Food StampAct Mendments of 1982 (P.b. 97-253; enacted Septerber 8, 1982)

A. Measuresto Control Program Costs

Sec. 142 Household Definition

o Nanelderly, nondtsabled siblings who ltve together must file ms one
household.

o Elderly people, 1tying and sharing food with others, whose infirmity
precludestheirseparatepurchaseandpreparationof foodmay, along

._ with their spouses, qualify ms separate households, as long as the
otherpeople'sincomedoesnot exceed165 percentof the poverty
line,
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Sec. 143 Rounding Down

o Household benefits and adjustments to the maximumallotments,
standard deduction, and the dependent care/excess shelter cap are
rounded to the lower dollar.

o The unfoundedcost of the 4-person Thrifty Food Plan is used to
calculate the plan for other household sizes.

Sec. 144 Thrifty Food Plan AdJustment_

o The Thrifty Food Plan _11 be reduced by one percent when it is
adjusted on October 1, 1982; October 1, lg83; and October 1, 1984.

Sec. 146 Income Standards of Eligibility

o Households without an elderly or dtsabled membermust meet a net
income test at 100 percent of the poverty line as well as a gross
income test at 130 percent of the poverty line.

Sec. 148 Adjustment of Deductions

o The updates of the standard deduction and dependent care/excess
shelter cap, scheduled for _uly 1, 1983, are delayed unttl October 1,
1983.

Sec.149 StandardUtilityAllowances

o Statesare allowedto use standardallowancesfor utilitycosts.
Formerly,regulationsrequiredtheseallowances.

__ o Only households incurring heating or cooltng expenses may receive a
standard allowance for these costs.

o Standard uttlity allowances must be prorated mong households who
ltve together and share expenses.

Sec. 157 Job Search

o Statesmay requireapplicantsto searchfor a Job beforethey are
certt ft ed.

Sec. 161 College Students

o The exemption to college student ineligibility based on being the
head of a household wfth dependents is narrowed to Include only
parentscaringfor childrenunderage six (orunder12 if childcare
is not available).

o College studentswho receiveAFDCmay receivefood stamps.

Sec.163 InitialAllotments

o Initialproratedallotmentsunder$10 are e)iminated.
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o The first allotment tn a recertiftcatton period wtll be prorated if
there ts any break tn participation.

Sec. 164 Noncompliancetn Other Programs

o Food stamp beneftts are not to be Increased tf other I_rogrambenefits
are reduced for Intentional noncompliance.

Sec· 170 Expedited CouponXssuance

o A five day processing standard ts established for expedited servtce
cases.

.. o Expedited service ts 1tatted to households vtth less than S16Ogross
tncome (or who are destitute migrant or seasonal fa_Morkers) and
wtth not more than SZO0tn liquid assets.

Sec. 180 Error Rate Reduction System

.. ·Nattonal error rate standards are established at g percent for Ftscel
Year 1983, 7 percent for Ftscal Year lg84, and S percent for Ftscal
Year 198S. Undertssuances are excluded from the error rate. States
can avoid liability by neductng error raCes one-third of the dtstance
to the S percent target tn Ftscal Year zg83 and t.o-thtrds In Ftscel
Year 1984.

v o Enhancedadministrative cost-sharing is 11mired to the 60 percent
level for States wtth error rates under S percent (Including
undertssuances) and an acceptable rate of tmproper denials.

o States whtch fat1 to meet thetr targets wt11 have their Federal
admtntstractve costaatchtng proportion reduced. The extent of the

" reduction dependson the amount bY whtch the State mtsses 1ts target.

6. Heasures to Strenghten Program Administration

Sec. 14SOtsablecl Veterans and Survivors

'_ o Dtsabled veterans or thetr dtsabled surviving spouses and/or
chtldr_n are considered dtsabled for food stamp purposes.

Sec. ]47 Coordination of Cost-of-Living Adjustments

o XncomeattrJbutible to COLA's tn certatn other programs (SSX,
" Ratlroad Retirement, and veteran's pensions) madeon or after _uly t

of any ftscal year vtll be excluded frown food stamp tncome through
the end of the ftscal 7ear.

Sec. XSOtatgrant Farmworkers

o Mtgrant farm_3rkers may not he waived into restrospective budgeting.
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Sec. 151 Financial Resources
C

o Resource regulations (except those regarding vehicles) are frozen as
of June l, 1982.

o Accessible retirement accounts are deemedresources.

Sec. ]_2 Studt es

o The statutory authority for comp]eted studies ts repealed.

Sec. _3 Categorical Eligibility

o States maywaive the resource eligibility standard for pure AFDC
households.

Sec. 154 Monthly Reporting

o The monthly reporting exemption for households tn whtch al1 members
are elderly or dtsabled and have no earned income ts broadened by

'- specifying that only the adult membersneed be elderly or disabled.

o USOAis authorized lo approve State watver requests to allow certain
households to report less frequently tf the State demonstrates that
monthly reporting would not be cost-effective for these households.

v Sec. 155 Periodic Report Forms

o Thts provision deletes the requirement that USDAapprove State
tncident report forms.

Sec. 156 Reporting Requtremnts

o USDAts authortzecl to waive the monthly reporting provisions of the
Food StampAct tn order to enable a State to coordinate 1ts food
steep and AFDCmonthly reporting requirements.

Sec. 158 Voluntarily quitting a Job

o The voluntary quit sanction is lengthened from a 60-day to a gO-day
household dtsqual ficatton.

o Public employees who are dismissed from their positions because of
participation In a strike are deemedto have voluntarily qutt.

Sec. 1S9 Parents and Caretakers of Children

o This provision deletes the work registration exemption granted to a
iDarent/caretakerof children when anotherparent/caret_erin.the
householdis registeredfor work.

Sec. 160 JointEmploymentRegulations

o Thisprovisiondeletesthe requirementfor jointUSDA/Oepartmentof
Laborpublicationof workregistrationregulations.
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_. Sec. 162 Alternative Issuance System

o USOAmay requtre States to employ alternative issuance systems to
1reproveprogrm Integrity.

o _he costs of an alternative systm maynot be imposedon retailers.

Sec. 165 House-to-House Trade Routes

o USDAmay ltmtt the authortzmttons of house-to-house trade routes to
tmrove progrm Integrity.

Sec. 166 Approval of State Plan

o This provision removesUSDA'sauthority to review and approve State
forms, Instructions, and other materials.

Sec. 167 Potnts and Hours of Certification and Zssuance

_' o Thts provision resoves USOA'sauthority to establish mintfimm
standards for the locatton and hours of operation of certification
offtces and tssuance outlets.

Sec. 168 Author1zed Representatlves
v

o Thts provision removes the rtght of any household to use an
author1zed represent attve.

o USOAts authorized to establish crtterta and special verification
standards for authorized representatives, Including a 11mtt on the
numberof households a rel_resentattve can serve.

Sec. ].6g Disclosure of Znfonaatton

o Information fram mppllcants may be shared wtth other Federal
assistance programs and Federally-assisted State progrms.

_' Sec. 17! Pz_pt Reduction ar Ternrinatton of Beneftts

o State agenctes may tm_ltately reduce or te_tnate beneftts (wtthQut
narmal notice of adverse action requtreMnts) based on clear written
tnfarmatton from households.

- Sec. 17Z Ouplicatt°n of Couponstn More than One4urtsdlctlon gtthin a
State

o States mast periodically vertfy that no Individual receives beneftts
tn more than one Jurisdiction.

Sec. 173 Certification System

o Two of the four prevtous Jotnt processing requirements are made
optton&l to States: Joint food strop/public _(or general) assistance
application forms and ustng public (or general) assistance caseftle
Information as muchas posstble for food st_ certifications.
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Sec. [74 Cashed-Out Programs

o States must verify at least annually that SSI recipients in SSI
cash-out States and participants in cash-out demonstration projects
do not also receive coupons.

Sec. 175 Amount of Penalty and Length of Penalty

o I)tsqualiftcatton penalties for violations by retailers or wholesalers
are set at 6 months to Sholds, as long as the

otherperst offense, ! to 10 years
for the second offense, and permanently for the third offense or for
trafficking tn coupons or ATP's.

_- o The maximumamount of a civil money penalty is raised from $5,000 to
$l0,000.

Sec. 176 Bonds

o USDAmay require retailers or wholesalers that have been disqualified
-- or fined to post bonds against the value of future violations.

Sec. 177 Alternative Means of Collection of Overtssuances

o States are authorized to use collection methods other than cash
repayment or allotment reduction to recover clatm against households

.- (except those based on State agency error).

Sec, 178 Claims Collection Procedures

o States must reduce the allotment to a household of a disqualified
member if the household has not elected to pay its clatm in cash

.. within 30 days of the State's notifying the household of the claim.

Sec. 17g Cost Sharing for Collection of OverJssuances

0 The prohibition against States retaining a portion of recoveries of
overissuances caused by State agency error is reiterated.

Sec. 181 .Employmnt Requirement Ptlot Project

o USDAis authorized to cQnduct demonstration projects in which
um_lo3_,d able-bodied persons would became ineligible for benefits
unless they participated tn workfare or met other exemption
critert a.

Sec. 182 Benefit ImpactStudy

o USOAis required to evaluate the effects of food stamp benefit
reductionscaused by 1981 and 1982 legislationand the impact of

._ monthlyreportingand retrospectivebudgeting.

o An interimreport to Congress is due by February 1, 1984, and a final
rel_ortby March 1, I985.

e
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Sec. 183 Authorization for Appropriations

o The program ts reauthortzed through Fiscal Year 1985.

o Fundtng caps are set at $12.874 btllton for Fiscal Year 1983, $13.145
bt111on for Fiscal Year ].984 and $13.933 billion for Fiscal Year
1985.

Sec. 184Puerto Rico Block Grant

o The Puerto Rico Nutrition Assistance Program must switch to noncash
benefits by October 1, 1983.

o USOAmust evaluate the nutrttionat and economtc impact of cash
beneftts under the Nutrition Assistance Program. A report to
Congress ts due by Hatch 8, 1983.

Sec. 185 Statler Workfare Programs

o USOANorkfane regulations must.permit State and local agencies to
" eperate food stamp workfare as consistently as posstble wtth other

_rkfare program.

Sec. 186 WINParticipants

o The workfare exemption for WIN registrants participating at least
'_ hours a week becomesoptional to the State.

Sec. 187 Hours of Workfare

o The maximumweekly numberof Norkfare hours per participant ts raised
from 20 to 30.

Sec. 188 Reimbursementfor Workfare Administrative Expenses

o Workfare eperators are to receive enhancedFederal administrative
funding based on program savings achieved through Job placements.
Operating agencies mayreceive up to ].50 percent of the savings
resulting from increased earnings tn the first month of employment
after workfare.



APPENDIXB

ANALYSISOF DATA FROM THE FOOD STAMP QUALITYCONTROLSAMPLES

Under the Food Stamp Quality Control (QC) program,a series of samples

are drawn from the case records of the Food Stamp Program at various

intervals,in order to verify benefit computationsand compute error rates.

Subsetsof these samples,which typicallyconsistof about 7000 case records,

are also compiled for purposes of analysis. These subsamplesconstitutea

seriesof nationally representatiye cross-sectionalmicrodatafiles containing

fairly complete information on the benefits, incomes, and demographic

characteristicsof selected food stamp recipienthouseholds. These files,

therefore, may be used to analyze changes in the food stamp recipient

population over time, as well as to examine the relationships between

recipients'benefit levels and their incomesand demographiccharacteristics

at particular points in time.

Two major aims in analyzingthe data from the QC fileswere, first,

identifying the impact of changes in the income and demographic

characteristicsof recipients on benefit levels in general, and second,

estimating the specific impacts on benefits of changes in the Food Stamp

Program enacted in 1981. The relationshipsbetween benefit levels and

recipientcharacteristicshave some inherentinterestfor those concernedwith

issues such as who is served by the Food Stamp Programand how well benefits

are targetted to particular population and income groups. In addition,

however, estimates of the marginal impacts of these variables on benefit

v levels,all else held constant,may be used in projectingexpectedchangesin

benefitlevels when recipientincomesand other characteristicschange. For
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example, estimatesof this type can be used to predict the impact on food

stamp expendituresof certainprojectedchanges in the demographicstructure

of the caseload, such as increases in the numbers of children receiving

ben,fits.

The second,more specificset of issues investigatedusing the QC data

have been the impacts of changes enacted under the Omnibus Budget

ReconciliationAct of 1981 on the characteristicsof the food stamp recipient

.. population and on food stamp benefit levels· In exploringthe impacts of

OBRA, a particulareffort was made to separate out its direct effects on

benefit levels from indirect effects caused by changes in the population

receivingfood stamps.

In additionto direct changesin the Food Stamp Programunder OBRA, two

major factors operating in the 1981-1982 period had some effect on the

compositionand incomesof the food stamp recipientpopulation: changes in

eligibilityand benefitdeterminationrules for cash transferprogramssuch as

Aid to Familieswith DependentChildren (AFDC),and changesin earningsand

employmentopportunitiesresultingfrom the fact that the economyas a whole

was in a state of recession. It is very difficultto determinethe relative

impacts of each of these factors,or even to know whether they tended to

reinforceeach other or tO cancel each other out. Within the contextof the

QC analysis in particular such determinationsare especially difficult,

because the QC sample contains informationonly on the populationactually

receivingfood stamp benefitsat a given point in time, and not on persons

potentially eligible for benefits or on the low income population in

general. For this reason,the analysisof the OBRA changesusing the QC files

has concentratedon the examinationof the overallchangesin benefitlevels,

includingchanges caused by changes in caseload composition. For the most
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part, however,analysisof the underlyingcauses of the caseloadchangesfound

has been left for other parts of the study, where more directlyrelevantdata

are available.

Creation of an Analysis File

Because a major focus of this analysis was the impact of OBRA, and

because the m_st recent QC samples provide data that are more directly

comparable across time than are data from earlier samples, the analysis

-- concentratedon data from the August 1981, February 1982, and August 1982 QC

files. AlthoughQualityControlsurveyswere also conductedin 1983, the 1983

data were not yet availableat the time when these analyseswere performed.

- Preliminarysummary statistics from February 1983 are reported in Chapters

1II, IV and VI.

In order to examine caseloadcompositionissues using these QC data, it

was necessaryfirst to merge data from the differentsurveys into a single

analysisfile, and to verify the statisticsproducedusing that file against

caseloadand benefitstatisticspublishedby FNS. The analysisfilethat was

createdconsistsof data from the August 1981, February1982, and August 1982

QC files and includesprimarilyvariablesdescribingthe incomes,benefitsand

demographiccharacteristicsof food stamp recipienthouseholds. After the

file was constructed, sets of simple bivariate cross-tabulationswere

performedand checkedagainstthe tabulationsof relevantvariablespublished

by FNS, in order to validatethe output. As a result of this verification

process,it was found that althoughthe resultswere in generalclose to those

publishedby FNS, in some cases slightlydifferentdefinitionsfor particular

variableshad been used, resultingin small discrepanciesbetweenthese totals

for certain variables and those found by FNS. For the most part, these

differenceswere the result of differencesin the way missing data were
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treated in compiling totals for certain variables. It was found that the

totals arrived at by FNS could be duplicatedby going back to the analysis

file and recomputing the variables using FNS' definitions, which typically

were somewhatbroader. For the analyticpurposesof this projecthowever,it

was believedthat narrower definitionsthat excludeda larger proportionof

cases with missing informationwere somewhat more useful. As a result,

therefore,totals on the analysis file for particularsubgroupswithin the

'- populationdo not alwaysmatch those in publishedFNS data sources. Table B.1

shows the comparativetotalsfor severalkey variables.

Changes in Recipient Incomes and Food Stamp Benefits Over Time

The first major focus of the analysisof the QC data was an examination

of changes in recipient incomes and food stamp benefits over time. The

observed changes in mean incomes and benefits can be divided into two

categories:those caused by changesin the mix of characteristicswithin the

recipientpopulation,and those causedby changesin mean incomesand benefits

within categoriesof recipients. Tables B.2 throughB.4 address these two

_- issues. Table B.2 shows the sample means and standard errors for gross

income,net income,and benefitsin each of the three samples,and also shows

the percentageof the recipientpopulationin each of three key demographic

groups: the elderly, earners, and households with children. Table B.3

provides additionaldetailson the distributionof income and benefits,and

Table B.4 shows the distributionof benefits,mean benefits,and mean incomes

within each of the three demographicgroups.

As Table B.2 illustrates,there were some significantincreasesin both

mean gross and mean net incomebetweenFebruary1982 and August 1982, although

the August 1981 to February1982 changes in the means of these variableswere

not significant. In addition,the increasein mean benefitsseen in February
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Table B.I

COMPARISONOF SELECTEDVARIABLES FOR AUGUST1981
AND AUGUST1982, AS SPECIFIEO IN THE FNS QC REPORTS

AND ON THE URBANINSTITUTE'S QC ANALYSIS FILE

A_u_ust 1981 August 1982
a/ a/

Number Q_._&ae_z. P_rrc_iL_Q__. .fLqadag___L_C_aee_' Percent of anA_lond
QC Analysis QC Analysis QC Analysis QC Analysis

Report . File Report File File File File File

100 100 I

Total Caseload 7698 7698 100 100 7487 7208_/

Households with
Elderly Hembers 1611 1611 20.9 20.9 1469 1433 19.6 19.9

Households with
Earners 1513 1613 19.7 18.4 1316 1217 17.6 16.9

Households Re-

ceiving AFDC 3055 3087 39.7 40.1 3110 3068 41.5 42.6

NOTES: a. In.thousands.
b. Excludes cases with benefits equal to or less than zero or without reported benefits

amounts. If all cases included, total equals 7487.



t)-6

Table B.2

ESTIMATED SAMPLE MEANS FOR SELECTED VARIABLES IN THE AUGUST 1981,
- FEBRUARY1982,AND AUGUST 1982QC SAMPLES

Variable: August February August
1981 1982 1982

Mean Values_ in dollars:
m

Gross Income
348.88 344.77 358.18
(3.30) (3.20) (3.26)

Net Income
195.77 196.59 217.09
(2.86) (2.91) (2.94)

Benefits
-_ 103.06 108.71 102.65

(1.00) (1.08) (1.07)

Percentage of Households with:

ElderlyMembers 20.9 18.6 19.9
- (0.55) (0.58) (0.55)

Earners 18.4 17.1 16.9
(0.56) (0.57) (0.57)

Children 56.4 58.6 58.0
(0.66) (0.71) (0.68)

NOTE: Values in parenthesesare the standarderrorsof the samplemeans
or proportions,as televant.



Table B.3

QUARTILE POINTS AND MEANS FOR GROSS INCOME, NET INCOME AND
BENEFITS IN AUGUST 1981, FEBRUARY 1982, AND AUGUST 1982

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile4 Mean

Au_)ust 1981

Gross Income 0-218 218-305 305-447 447-1567 349
Net Income 0-42 42-162 162-294 294-1253 196
Benefit Amount 0-49 49-91 91-148 148-609 103

February 1982

Gross Income 0-220 220-312 312-444 444-2460 345
Net Income 0-34 34-162 162-293 293-2375 197
BenefitAmount 0-55 55-97 97-153 153-533 109 I

August 1982

Gross Income 0-218 218-321 321-465 465-1944 358
Net Income 0-47 47-181 181-322 322-1509 217
BenefitAmount 0-45 45-88 88-146 146-630 103
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Table B.4

MONTHLYBENEFITSBY QUARTILE,AUGUST 1981, FEBRUARY1982, AUGUST1982:
HOUSEHOLDSWITH SELECTEDCHARACTERISTICS

Households with Elderly Households with Children Households with Earners

Aug. 81 Feb.82 Aug. 82 Aug. 81 Feb. 82 Aug. 82 Aug. 81 Fe6. 82 Aug. 82

Percent with
Benefits in

Each Quartile

1stQuartile 67.0 66.1 77.4 5.5 5.8 5.6 18.3 17.4 13.3

2nd Quartile 23.5 23.7 13.9 18.1 17.0 16.7 26.5 25.4 28.2

3rd Quartile 5.4 6.1 6.4 37.1 39.0 37.9 28.2 26.6 28.2

4thQuartile 4.1 4.1 2.3 39.3 38.2 39.8 27.0 30.6 29.9

Mean FS Benefit 46 45 38 141 147 140 114 126 120

Mean Net Income 183 201 233 239 230 254 335 312 336

Mean Gross
Income 329 342 361 407 390 409 562 527 550
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1982 does appear to be significant,althoughmean benefitlevels do not seem

to be significantlydifferentin the other two samples.1

The patternsseen in Table B.2 are not characteristiconly of the means,

but rather are repeated with a few interestingvariations throughout the

benefit distributions,as Table B.3 indicates. For example, although gross

incomesrose slightlyin the lower income categoriesbetweenAugust 1981 and

February 1982, a much larger increase occurred, especially in the upper

-- quartiles,between February and August 1982. Net incomeswere also fairly

stable in most categoriesover the first two samples,althoughfor the lowest

quartilethey actuallyfell betweenAugust 1981 and February 1982. Since the

benefitformulais based on net incomes,the relativelylow net incomesseen

in February resulted in relativelyhigh benefit levels, particularlyin the

lower quartiles. Similarly,the growth in net incomesseen betweenFebruary

and August 1982 resultedin a declinein benefitlevels. Medianbenefits were

$3 lower in August 1982 than they had been in August 1981, and $g lower than

they had been in February. As seen earlier,the change in averagebenefits

was less--under50 cents between the two August samples--butthe mean in

August 1982 was as high as it was only because of the presence of some

householdswith unusuallyhigh benefitsin that sample. The quartilepoints

definingall three of the lowest benefitquartileswere lower in August 1982

than in eitherof the earlierperiods.

Overall, however, differences between the means and especially, the

differencesbetweenthe estimatedsampleproportionsfor differentdemographic

groups within these samplesare relativelysmall, compared to the estimated

1. For details _n the calculationof standard errors and measures of
'_ statistical significance for these samples, see the Analysis Report of

November 20, 1984 entitled "The Computationof StandardErrors for the Food
Stamp QualityControlSamples."
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standarderrors. For these groups,only the proportionof earners,among all

those examined, is significantlydifferent (at the 95 percent confidence

level)in the August 1982 sampleand in eitherof the other two.

Impacts of Recipient Characteristics on Incomes and Benefits

-' To some extent,the distributionalpatternsseen for benefitsand incomes

· for the samplesas a whole are repeatedwhen mean incomesand benefitswithin

population subgroups are considered, although with some interesting

_- differences,as Table B.4 shows. For example,both gross and net incomesrise

across time for householdswith elderly members, on average, but for both

earnersand householdswith childrenmean gross and net incomeswere lower in

the February sample than in either of the August ones. This finding is

particularlystriking for earners, and is significant at the gg percent

level. The patternsseen for incomesare for the most part mirrored in the

benefit distributions,which in general are the inverse of the income

distributionpatterns. The tendencyof benefitlevels in the Februarysample

to be high relative to incomes is also reflected in the patterns within

-. groups. For example,althoughboth gross and net incomesfor the elderlywere

higher in the February sample,on average, than in the August 1981 sample,

benefitswere essentiallythe same.

To someextent,the variationsin mean gross and net incomesseen for the

variousdemographicgroups shown in Table B.4 are artifactsof differencesin

the distributionof benefits received from the transferprograms other than

food stamps for which these groups are eligible. As Table B.5 shows, for

example, the incomes of those receiving benefits from the major transfer

programsservingthe elderly--SocialSecurityand SupplementalSecurityIncome

(SSI)--rosesteadily,on mean, over the period. AFDC recipients,on the other

hand, experienceda small dip in their gross incomesbetweenAugust 1981 and



Table B.5

BENEFITS BY QUARTILE, AUGUST 1981, FEBRUARY 1982, AUGUST 1982:
HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING BENEFITS FROM SELECTED PROGRAMS

SSI RecipientHouseholds SocialSecurity AFDC

Aug. 81 Feb. 82 Aug. 82 Aug. 81 Feb. 82 Aug. 82 Aug. 81 Feb. 82 Aug. 82

Percent with
Benefits in

Each Quartile

1st Quartile 59.8 66.9 69.7 58.3 61.7 61.3 6.1 5.2 5.1
I

2ndQuartile 24.4 17.3 16.3 20.4 16.1 17.4 20.9 18.9 26.5

3rdQuartile 9.5 8.7 7.9 10.9 11.4 12.3 38.3 42.0 39.8

4thQuartile 6.3 7.0 6.0 10.4 10.8 8.6 35.5 31.9 36.2

Mean FS Benefit 56 54 45 62 64 56 135 138 135

Mean Net Income 195 226 243 229 251 281 229 244 235

Mean Gross
Income 345 364 376 376 393 410 388 384 392
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February 1982, while their net incomes remained exactly the same, on mean,

across the two samples. Clearly,these patternsare highly correlatedwith

the patternsseenwithin the correspondingdemographicgroups.

Table B.6 seems to indicate,however,that the patternsof incomereceipt

in Tables B.4 and B.5 are not solelya reflectionof changesin benefitlevels

in the cash benefit programs; mean AFDC benefits, for example, are not

significantlydifferentacross the three samples,and do not dip in February

as do mean incomesof AFDC recipients. Mean earnings,on the other hand, do

declinesignificantlyin the Februarysample. Since between8 and 13 percent

of the AFDC recipienthouseholdsin the QC sampleshave earningsas well, this

'_ dip in earningsmay help to accountfor the slightdeclinein the mean incomes

of AFDC recipientsseen in Table B.5, as well as the fall in the incomesof

earners seen in Table B.4 In all likelihood,this decline in earnings

resulted primarilyfrom the effects of the recession,rather than from the

changesin the treatmentof AFDC recipientswith earningsthatwere enactedas

part of OBRA. Although OBRA changeswould have gone into effect by February

1982, the reductionstn benefitsfor earnerstook place only after a 4 month

waiting period, which probably would not yet have been over for most

recipients. In addition,data from the AFDC QC surveys indicate that the

initial impact of the OBRA changes on AFDC recipientswith earningswas to

reduce their benefitlevels,ratherthan their earnings. (In other words, if

there was any impact on work incentivesfor AFDC recipientsunder the OBRA

_. amendments,it does not appear to have taken effect immediately.)

For those receivingSocial Security'andSSI, mean benefitamounts rose

slightly betweenAugust 1981 and February 1982, and there were significant

increasesbetweenFebruaryand August 1982. These increasesare presumablya

major contributingfactor in explainingthe relativelylarge increasesin the
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B.6

AVERAGE MONTHLY INCOME RECEIVED FROM VARIOUS SOURCES,
FOR THOSE WITH SOME INCOME FROM SOURCE--

AUGUST 1981, FEBRUARY 1982, AND AUGUST 1982

AverageIncomeFrom: Sample

August 1981 February 1982 August 1982

Earnirigs 452 422 450

AFDC 284 289 292

Social Securitya 290 292 313

-J SSI 181 185 198

Percentage with Income
from Source

Earnings 18.4 17.1 16.9

AFDC 40.1 44.5 42.6

SocialSecuritya 23.1 22.7 24.0

SSI 18.7 17.0 18.0

a. Includes Civil Service Retirement, Railroad Retirement, and other
pension income.

e
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gross incomesof the elderlybetweenFebruary and August 1982 shown in Table

B.4.

The patternsof impactsof changesin recipientcharacteristicssuggested

by tables B.2 throughB.6 are for the most part confirmedby the resultsof

- the regression analysis performed on the QC data. Before turning to a

' discussion of these results, however, it is necessary first to describe

brieflythe model used in determiningthe impactof recipientcharacteristics

on food stamp benefit1evels.

Specification of Regression Analyses

Regression equations were specified in two different ways for the

'_ analysisof the impactsof recipientcharacteristicson benefitlevels--using

primarilydemographicvariables,such as numbersof childrenin the household,

presence of elderly householdmembers, and so forth, and using variables

relating to the economic characteristics of households, such as AFDC

recipiency,Social Security recipiency,and other variables of this type.

Obviously,there will tend to be strong correlationsbetween these economic

and demographicvariables,sincethe demographicfactorsare in most cases the

determinantsof eligibilityfor the cash benefit programs in question. For

example,in this population,presenceof childrenin the householdand receipt

of AFDC benefitsare almost entirelycoincidentfactorsand one clearlywould

not wish to includeboth variablesin any given regressionequation. There is

no a priori reason to assume, however, that one form of this variable pair

will be more significantin explainingbenefit levelsthan the other. Both

versions of the model, therefore,were examined,and were found to produce

very similarresults. (Only the second versionis discussedin detail here,

in order to avoid unnecessaryrepetition.)
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In examining the impacts of receipt of benefits from other programs and

other sources of income on food stamp benefits, the focus has been on issues

of rectptency rather than on the amounts received· For all regressions, the

dependent variable examined was the level of food stamp benefits. This level

- is largerly determinedby income since food stamp benefits are reduced by

about 30 cents for each additionaldollar of householdincome. Further,most

recipientsreceive all or almost all of their income from a single source.

Regressingincomeamountsagainstbenefits,therefore,will simplyresultin a

regressioncoefficientof approximately.3, which is the benefit-reduction

rate for food stamps. (Theonly income type for which this does not hold is

_. earnings,which, because the earnings deduction is specified in percentage

terms and is automaticallygiven to all earners,bears a slightlymore complex

relationshipto benefit levels.) Specifyingthe equationsso as to include

only flags Indicating benefit recipiency rather than amounts received,

therefore,provided somewhatmore interestinginformation--namely,the impact

of a marginalchange in the proportionof the sample receivingbenefitsfrom

other programs on food stamp benefit levels. The equationswere also then

used to answer other questions such as what proportion of the change in

benefitlevels betweenAugust 1981 and February 1982 was attributableto the

change in the numberof AFDC recipients.

Independent variables included in the pooled regression equations

discussed here, therefore,were HHSIZE (householdsize); ELDFLG (variable

indicatingthe presenceof elderlypersonsin the household);EARNER (variable

indicatingthe presence of at least one earner in the household);AFDCFLG

(variable indicating AFDC recipiency); SOCSECFLG (variable indicating Social

Security recipiency); SSIFLG (variable indicating SSI recipiency); PRESKIDS
v

(variable indicating the presence of pre-school aged children in the
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household);FHEAD (variable indicating the presence of a female household

head);and two dummy variablesindicatingsampledate. The dependentvariable

for all the regressionspecificationstriedwas the reportedhouseholdbenefit

1evel.

Regression Results

As Table B.7 shows, all the variables discussed above were significant

predictors of household benefit levels, with the exception of the dummy

variablefor the February1982 sample. The largestsingle effectwas related

to the presenceof an earner in the household,which loweredaveragehousehold

benefits by about $37 on average, all else held constant. Other large

coefficientswere relatedto SocialSecurityrecipiency,which reducedaverage

benefitlevelsby almost$32, all else held constant,and householdsize--each

additionalhouseholdmember appearsto increasebenefitlevelsby about $32 on

average, all else held constant. AFDC recipiencyand SSI recipiency,like

SocialSecurity,had a negativeimpacton benefitlevels,of about $15 and $24

respectively.

_ Interestingly,the impacts of variablessuch as ELDFLG and FHEAO were

quite small (althoughstill significant)relativelyspeaking, once benefit

recipiencywas controlledfor. (In the versionof the model includingonly

demographicvariables,the coefficientsfor these variableswere much larger,

indicatingthat they were pickingup some of the benefitrecipiencyeffects.)

The variable PRESKIOS was included on the hypothesis that, holding

constanthouseholdsize and benefitrecipiencystatus,the presenceof younger

childrenin the householdwas likelyto resultin lower gross incomes(largely

becauseearningsopportunitieswere likelyto be more limited)and thus higher

benefits. As Table B.7 shows,the resultstended to confirmthis hypothesis.
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Table B.7

IMPACTSOF RECIPIENTCHARACTERISTICSON
HOUSEHOLD BENEFIT LEVELS: REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS

FOR THE POOLED AUGUST 1981, FEBRUARY 1982,
AND AUGUST 1982 QC SAMPLES

All Dates

R2 = .69

HHSIZE 31.8 **
ELDFLG -6.6 **
EARNER -37.0 **
AFDCFLG -14.6 **
SOCSECFLG -31.7 **
SSIFLG -23.6 **
PRESKIDS 10.0 **
FHEAD 4.1 **

: FEB82 1.4 --
AUG82 -4.0 **

NOTE: ** Indicates variable is sign)ficant at a 99% confidence level.
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The two final variablesincludedin this regressionwere dummiesfor the

later two sample dates. Their resultswere quite interesting--asTable B.7

indicates,the coefficientfor the February 1982 dummy was positivebut both

small and insignificant,while the coefficientfor August 1982 was negative,

somewhatlarger, and highly significant. Overall,this regressionindicates

that being in the Februarysample increasedaveragebenefitsby slightlyover

a dollar,relative to the August 1981 sample, and that being in the August

" 1982 sample reduced benefits relative to August 1981 by about $4, all else

held constant. These estimatesare consistentwith calculationsmade earlier

in this project,which were based on simpletabulardata.

Summaryof Resultsfrom the QC Analysis

In summary,recipientcharacteristics,and particularlythose relatedto

receiptof cash benefitsand of earnings,do have a major impacton food stamp

benefit levels, and variations in these characteristicsacross households

accounts for a large proportion of the total variation in food stamp

benefits. Householdsize, the presenceof earnersin the household,and, for

_- the elderly, Social Securityrecipiency,appear to be particularlyimportant

in explainingaveragebenefitlevels.

The structureof benefit determinationsalso appears to be very similar

-_ across the three samples examined--neithercoefficients for particular

variables nor their levels of statisticalsignificancevaried dramatically

from year to year. Althoughchangesin samplemeans and proportionsfor key

variablessuch as the proportionof the sample with earningsor with various

cash benefitsare not typicallyvery large across these three samples,they

are statisticallysignificantin a few cases--notably,for earners--anddo

contributeto variationsin mean benefitlevels across time. In fact, if all

of these recipient characteristicsare controlled for, the increase of
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approximately$6 that occurred in mean benefits between August 1981 and

February1982 is almostcompletelyexplained.

BetweenAugust 1981 and August 1982, there was almost no change in mean

benefitlevelsin the Food Stamp Program. There were some significantchanges

in the characteristicsof recipients,however--forexample,a decline in the

proportionof the samplewith earningsor with AFDC benefits--that,all else

held constant,should have caused mean benefitsto rise slightly. Thus, if

" these changes in recipientcharacteristicsare controlled for, there is a

small but significantnegativecoefficientfor the August 1982 dummy, which

indicatesthat benefits for that sample were about $4 lower than would have

v been expected based on the compositionof the recipientpopulationand the

relationshipsobtainingin the earliertwo samples. Some of this difference

may be due to increasesin the averagelevel of earningsor cash benefitsfor

those who receivedincome from these sourcesover this period,but, exceptin

the case of Social Securityand SSI benefits,these changeswere small and in

all cases theywere neutralor even negativein real terms.

_._ It is probable, therefore, that at least part of this rather small

declinein relativebenefitswas due to the impactof the OBRA changeson food

stamp benefits. The lack of impactof these changesin the Februarysample

__ seems to result largely from the failure of recipients'nominal incomesto

rise over the August 1981 to February 1982 period. This flat income profile

was a result both of the recession,which reducedmean earnings,and of the

fact thatCOLAs in the cash benefitprogramsdo not normallyoccur during this

period.

In conclusion,then, changesin recipientcharacteristicsacrosssamples,

which for the most part probablywere not highly correlatedwith the OBRA

changes in food stamps, were largely responsiblefor the changes in mean
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benefit levels seen over this period. By August 1982, however, there does

appearto have been a small declinein benefitlevels,all else held constant,

which was probably associated,at least in part, with the changes enacted

under OBRA. This impact might have been somewhat larger, and might have

._ occurredearlier,if recipients'incomes,and especially,earningslevels,had

not been held down by the recession. As it was, however, the demonstrable

impact of OBRA on the level of food stamp benefits in this period, while

perceptible,appearsto have been quite small.

Additional Estimate_ of the Impacts of the Legislation

In additionto the regressionsdone specificallyfor the analysisof the

v QC files, some additionalcalculationswere made to arrive at the results

reported in Chapters III and IV of this report. As discussedabove, the

regressionsdone for this analysis found a $4 decline in benefits between

August 1981 and August 1982 which was attributable,at least in part, to the

OBRA legislation. Since there was no actual change in averagebenefitsover

this period, this implies that the caseload composition changes being

controlledfor in these regressionswould have caused benefitsto rise by $4

in the absence of the OBRAchanges. As it was, however,the $4 declinedue to

OBRA and the $4 increasedue to caseload compositionchanges almost exactly

offseteach other.

The regression equations discussed above control1ed only for

characteristicsof food stamp recipients,however, and not for changes in

their gross incomes. For most groups,this made very littledifferenceover

the August 1981 to August 1982 period, since there were few significant

changes in gross incomes. The only group for whom changes in income caused

major changesin benefitlevelsover this period,in fact,were the elderly,
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whose gross income rose from an average of $329 to $361 per household,

resultingin a declinein their averagebenefitsfrom $46 to $38.

Since it was believedthat the August 1982 dummy might be pickingup the

effectsof some of these incomechangesas well as of the legislativechanges,

'_ and since the evidencewas strong that the incomechangeswere not relatedto

OBRA, a Simple calculationwas performed to estimate the impacts of the

changesin the incomeand averagebenefitsof the elderlyon averagebenefits

for the population as a whole (holding constant compositionalfactors).

Specifically,average benefits for August 1982 were recalculated,using the

sample proportions for elderly and non-elderly households that actually

obtained in 1982, but substitutingin the averagebenefits that each group

would have received based on their 1981 gross incomes. Since the benefit

formula did not change over this period, this in effect meant using each

,- group'saveragebenefitin 1981,weighted by their sampleproportionin 1982,

to calculateaverage benefits for the population. This calculationgave an

averagefor 1982 as it would have been with the 1982 caseloadcomposition,but

with average benefits for each group that reflectedtheir 1981 rather than

1982 gross incomes.

Under this calculation,it was found that average benefits for the

._ populationas a whole would have been about $1 higher in August 1982 if the

gross incomesof the elderlyhad not risen over the August 1981 to August 1982

period. It was estimated,therefore, that about $1 of the $4 decline in

.- benefits that was picked up by the August 1982 dummy in the regression

equationswas actuallydue to income changes rather than to OBRA. Adjusting

for this $1 income-relatedeffect lowered the estimated impact of OBRA on

,. averagebenefitsto about $3.
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Finally, as discussedin Chapter III, all of these estimatesrepresent

changes in nominal benefit levels during the August 1981 to August 1982

period. Becausepriceswere rising somewhatover this period,however,real

benefits--thatis, benefits adjusted for inflation--actuallyfell somewhat

more than did nominal benefits. In order to estimate this decline in real

benefits,the average nominal benefit level that would have been needed in

August 1982 to maintain the same average real benefitas in August 1981 was

calculated,and was found to be between $106 and $107. (Since food stamp

benefitscan only be used to purchasefood, the ConsumerPrice Indexfor food,

rather than for all consumer goods, was used in making this calculation.)

This was compared to nominal benefits in August 1982, adjustedfor caseload

compositionand incomechanges.

As seen above, if the caseload compositionin August 1982 had been the

same as it was a year earlier, but all else had been the same as in August

1982, averagebenefitswould have been about $4 lower than they actuallywere

(in other words, demographicchanges increased average benefits by about

_- $4.) Without these caseload changes, therefore,average benefits in 1982

would have been about $99, or $7 to $8 below the amount needed to maintain

real benefitsat their 1981 levels. This calculation,however,does not take

into accountthe increasein gross incomes for the elderly discussedabove,

which was estimatedto reduceaveragebenefitsin August 1982 by about $1. If

this reductiondue to income changes had not occurred, therefore,average

benefitswould have been about $1 higher in August 1982, or about $100 after

adjustingfor both caseload compositionand income changes. This adjusted

average benefitestimate is about $6 to $7 lower than the amount that would

,. have been needed to maintain averagebenefitsat the same real levels as in

August 1981.
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In consideringthese estimatesof the changes in real benefitsover the

August 1981 to August 1982 period,it is importantto bear in mind that these

estimatessolelyreflectchangesin the purchasingpower of benefitsover this

period, holding constant income and compositionalfactors. They do not

necessarily represent the benefit that food stamp recipients would have

receivedin the absenceof OBRA, since the cost of livingadjustmentthat was

foregonewould have been based on a differentreferenceperiod,in which price

changeswere somewhat greaterthan they were betweenAugust 1981 and August

1982.

In other words, these estimates imply that food stamp recipient

householdswould have needed $6 to $8 more in benefitson averagein August

1982, in order to be able to purchasethe same market basket of goods as in

August 1981. If cost of living adjustmentshad occurredunder the pre-OBRA

schedule,however, real benefits would actually have been higher in August

1982 than in August 1981,becausethe COLA would have been based on changesin

food prices in 1980-1981,which were greater than those betweenAugust 1981

and August 1982. Thus, the estimateof the declinein the averagepurchasing

power of benefitsadjusted for caseload and incomechanges derivedunder the

methodologydiscussedhere is not equivalentto an estimateof the impactof

the OBRA delay on benefitsderivedby comparingthe August 1982benefitwith a

synthetic 1982 benefit that might have occurred if OBRA had not been

impl emen ted.



APPENDIXC

ANALYSISOF FOOD STAMP TIME SERIESDATA

(NetF1ows Model)

Overview

This Appendixdescribesthe data and methodsemployedin the analysisof

.. State food stamp caseload flows. The net flow of cases is defined as the

change in the number of cases from month to month and is a function of

economic conditions, demographic characteristics of the population, and

-_ program parameters. The net flows model contrasts with the macro model

estimatedby DR1 (seeAppendixD) in that the macro model focuseson the stock

of food stamp cases at a point in time, while the net flowsmodel looks at the

change in the caseloadfrom month to month. The purposebehindthe net flows

model is to obtain estimates of the impact of the 1981 and 1982 OBRA

legislation on the Food Stamp Program, holding constant economic and

demographicfactors. The DR1 model has a similarpurpose althoughits main

functionis to take into accountinteractionsbetweenthe economyand the Food

Stamp Program. However,the net flows model makes use of more disaggregated

data and allowsfor the incorporationof more complexeconomiceffects.

In particular, the net flows model is characterized by a dynamic

perspectiveon the Food Stamp Program. The change in the caseloadat any time

is the net of case openings and case closings, and the model therefore

includes explanatory variables related to the movement on and off the

program. Additionally,the model employs variableswhich affect the pool of

eligibleparticipantsin the currentperiod as well as in previousperiodsto

accountfor laggedeffects. For example,the numberof case openingsmay be a
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consequence of current AFDC case openings, demographic factors, seasonal

- factors, and program rules. In addition, current and lagged economic

conditionsare expectedto be importantdeterminants.The Food Stamp caseload

is known to be sensitive to the business cycle, and to employment

__ characteristicsin particular. High levels of current-unemploymentare

expected to affect case openings with a lag as people exhaust unemployment

insurancecoverage and personalsavings. Hence, it is importantto control

._ for contemporaneousas well as laggedeconomicconditions.

Of major interestin the analysisof the net flows model is the impactof

variousprogrampolicy changes,particularlychangesunder 1981 and 1982 OBRA

legislation. States implemented the various policy changes at different

times. Given enoughvariationin implementationdates,the marginalimpactof

a policy change on the net flow of cases, holding constant economic and

demographicconditions,can be estimatedwith more confidence. Thus, while

the effectsof economic and demographicchangesare of interestin their own

right, primary interest is in estimating the effects of policy changes.

Because the net flows model uses micro-data--observationson state-specific

variables--thevariationin circumstancesfrom state to state is great enough

to allow the effectsof programchangesto be isolated. In the next section

the data are describedin more detail.

Description of the Data Base

The core data used in this analysis are monthly reports by each state

from July, 1969 through April, 1984 on the number of food stamp recipients

from the publication "Food Stamp Program: Statistical Summary of

Operations.''1 Hence, the data are pooledacross states and time periods;for

1. Startingin July, 1982 the data are publishedonly once per quarter,
however,a completeset of monthlydatawas providedby FNS staff.
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a given month there are 51 state observations(includingthe District of

Columbiabut excludingPuertoRico).1

Appendedto the basic food stamp data are measuresof economicconditions

and demographiccharacteristics. Whenever possible monthly, state-specific

-_ variables wehe used, but, some variables of interest are available only

quarterlyor annually. For example,the distributionof state populationby

age is availableonly on an annual basis, as are certaineconomicvariables,

-_ such as per capita personal income. The lack of monthly or quarterly

demographicdata is not a major problemas these variableschange relatively

slowly acrosstime. A few variablesof interestare not availableby state;

_. income distributionis availableonly for the four census regionsand prices

are collectedfor 28 large SMSA's.

Table C.1 summarizes the variables included in the data base grouped

.. according to the major categoriesof geographic,demographic,economic,and

program variables. Descriptivestatistics for many of these variablesare

providedin Table C.2. These are based on data over the period from 1976 to

1983. Much of the preliminaryanalysiswas done on data covering a longer

period from 1970 to 1983. However, experimentswith disaggregatingby time

suggestedthat the determinantsof the net flows were significantlydifferent

in the later years of the program. The time frame from 1976-1983was chosen

for the final analysis because the program was well-establishedover that

time. Prior to 1976 the program did not exist in all counties in the U.S.

Some states initiateda program later than others or delayed moving toward

coupon issuancerather than commodity distribution. In general, the early

years of the program witnessedperiods of rapid growth sometimescaused by

1. In the early years of the program not all states participatedso
there may not be 51 observationsfor every month. By 1974 all stateshad food
stamp officesin operation.
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Table C.1

v VARIABLESUSED IN THE NET FLOW ANALYSIS

Variable S_mbol

Geographic

FNS Regions:
NewEngland N.England
MidAtlantic M.Atlantic
Southeast Sourheast
Midwest Midwest
Southwest Southwest
MountainPlains Mt.Plains
Western Western

Demographic

-_ PersonsunderS yearsof age {O00,O00's} POPU5
Persons5-17years of age (O00,O00's} POPS-17
Persons18-44years of age {O00,O00's) POP18-44
Persons45-64 years of age {O00,O00's) POP45-64
Persons65 years or older (O00,O00's) POP65P
AverageHouseholdSize HHSIZE

Food Stamp Program

Quarterly average of the month-to-month NET FLOW
change in the caseload of individuals

._ Quarterlyaverageof themonthlyvalue AVGBEN
of issuance per person

Deflatedaverageof the monthlyvalue AVGBENR
of issuance per person {$ 1977)

Numberof StateFood StampOffices PROJECTS

MaximummonthlyFood Stamp Benefit MAXFSBENR
for a 4-person household ($ 1977)

Eliminationof the Purchase Requirement EPR

v 1981OBRAChanges OBRA81

1982OBRAChanges OBRA82
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Table C.1 (continued)

Variable Symbol

Other Programs

AFDCCaseOpenings AFDCOPEN

AFDCCaseClosings AFDCCLOSE

AFDC MaximummonthlyBenefitfor a MAX AFDCBENR
4-personfamily($1977)

AverageSSI monthlybenefitfor AVGSSIR
an aged couple ($ 1977)

Averagemonthlybenefitamountfor AVG SOCSECR
retired workers, disabled workers,
and widows {$ 1977)

ECONOMIC

BusinessCyclePeak BCPEAK

'_ BusinessCycleTrough BCTROUGH

QuarterleadingthePeak PEAKLEAD

QuarterleadingtheTrough TROUGHLEAD

'- PercapitaPersonalIncome{000'} YPCAPR
($ lg77--State measured annually}

Quarterlyaverageof the monthlystate URATE
unemployment rate

-_ URATE 1agged one quarter URATE(-1)

Quarterly averageof the monthly state IURATE
insured unemployment rate

Ratio of IURATEto URATE IURATE/URATE

Interactionbetween URATE and BC PEAK URATE*PEAK

Interactionbetween URATE and BC TROUGH URATE*TROUGH
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Table C.1 (continued)

Variable Symbol

VariablesNot in Final Specification

% of Familieswith Real Income:

Under $2,000
$2,000- $5,000
$5,000 - $10,000
$10,000- $20,000

Over $20,000

'- Averageweeklyearningsof production
workersin manufacturing

% Distributionof Durationof Unemployment:
27-51weeks
52 weeks or longer
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Table C.2

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS -- CONTINUOUS VARIABLES
'_ 1976-1983

Standard
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum

POPU5 (000,000's) .324 .331 .032 2.008
POP5-17(O00,O00's) .942 .950 .093 4.809
POP18-44(O00,O00's) 1.805 1.916 .149 11.299
POP45-64(000,000's) .882 .941 .076 4.710
POP65P (OOO,000's) .503 .526 .034 2.615
HHSIZE 2.78 .06 2.72 2.89
PRO]ECTS 61.5 46.6 1.0 254.0
MAXFS 216.44 36.91 166.00 401.00
MAXFS R 176.07 8.95 163.12 258.54
NET FLOW 831 9545 -82811 101810
AVG BEN 33.35 9.79 16.80 238.96
AVGBENR 27.23 5.68 - -
AFDC OPEN 9138 12359 15 86541
AFDCCLOSE 9180 13492 316 117479
MAXAFDC 327.16 114.84 60.00 625.00
MAXAFDCR 266.30 97.45 60.00 580.79
AVGSSI 136.77 50.12 34.48 564.83
AVGSSIR 109.11 39.91 24.96 590.83

._ AVGSOCSEC 321.83 67.13 218.40 410.23
AVGSOCSECR 255.02 7.44 235.60 275.17
CPIALL 1.26 .25 .89 1.64
CPIFOOD 1.23 .21 .89 1.55
YPCAP (O00's) 8.727 2.142 4.443 16.409
YPCAPR(000's) 6.927 0.969 4.762 10.320

._ IURATE 3.69 1.55 .50 10.90
URATE 7.17 2.37 2.23 20.50
URATE(-1) 7.16 2.37 2.23 20.50
UR*PEAK .42 1.67 0.0 11.23
UR*TROUGH .52 2.11 O.0 16.20

DescriptiveStatistics-- DiscreteVariables
1976-1983

Variable Mean Sum

N.England .14 224
M.Atlantic .14 224
Midwest .12 192
Southwest .10 160
Mt.Plains .20 320
Western .14 224
Southeast .16 256
EPR .63 1007
OBRA81 .28 449
OBRA82 .17 186
BCPEAK .06 100
BCTROUGH .06 100
PEAKLEAD .06 100
TROUGHLEAD .06 100
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factors not relevant in more recent years. Confiningthe analysis to the
v

1976-1983period should provideestimatesmore appropriateto current policy

considerations.1

Graphs depicting the net flows at the national and regional levels
v

provide a historical picture of program change. Figure C.1 shows the

quarterly average of the month-to-monthchange in food stamp caseloads

nationallyfrom mid-tg6g to late-lg83. The erratic nature of the series is

visuallyunderscored. For this reason quarterlyaveragesof the monthlynet

flow were used in the final analysis--the model performed less than

satisfactorilyat predicting the monthly series but worked well using

quarterlyaverages.2

The two major increasesin the net flows are in the fourth quarter of

1974 and in the first quarter of 1979. The former is associatedwith the

general economic slowdown,the latter with the eliminationof the purchase

requirement. In general, the net flows tend to be related to business

conditionsand the peaks and troughsof the businesscycle are indicatedon

-- the graphs.

Figures C.2 through 0.8 display the regional net flows. The national

pattern is essentially repeated across the seven regions. Some minor

-. variationsfrom the norm can be seen but none of these lead to significant

regionaldifferencesin the changein caseloads.

1. A point of interestis the differencein the averagemonthlynet flow
betweenthe two periods. Between 1970 and 1983, the averagestood at +1,983
cases but was only +831 cases between 1976 and lg83--a differencewhich is
statisticallysignificant.

2. The practiceof "smoothing"a highly erraticseries using some sort
of averagingprocedureis commonin economicmodeling.
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Figure C. 2
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The Net Flows Model

The conceptualframeworkon which the net flows model is based is the

relationshipbetweenthe stock of cases, case openings,and case closingsand

the exogenousfactors which presumablyaffect program participation. Early

experimentationwith a preliminarystatisticalmodel involvedordinary least

squares (OLS) regressionanalysis in which the dependent variable was the

quarterlyaverage of month-to-monthchange in the state food stamp caseload.

The final model did not use OLS but employed a more sophisticatederror

structureto adjust for the complexitiesof using pooled cross-sectionand

time seriesdata. The explanatoryvariablesfor both modelswere chosen from

the group of geographic,demographic,economic,and programvariablesshown in

Table C. 1.

The resultsof the preliminaryanalysis with OLS suggestedthat simple

_' geographiceffectsdo not appear to be significantand there is no evidence

that economic effects vary significantly across regions. Alternative

specificationsregardingthe economic variableshypothesizedto be important

- showed that the rate of current and lagged unemployment,along with the

insuredunemploymentrate,were critical. Variousmeasuresof income,suchas

average weekly earnings and the distribution of income, did not add

'- significantlyto the explanatorypower of the model,nor did a measureof long

term unemploymentduration. The functionalform of the relationshipbetween

the net flows and unemploymentwas nonlinearin nature. Finally,there was

v insufficientvariationin the data to obtainestimatesof the separateeffects

associated with the components of the 1981 OBRA legislation. The gross

effectsof the legislativepackagesdid not appear to be significant.

w After finalizing the variable specification,the model was estimated

using a techniquewhich takes into account the fact that the data are pooled
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across states and across points in time.1 The results of this estimation are

shown in Table C.3. The estimated coefficient associated with each variable

is shown along with the t-statistic.

The population distribution by age is significantly related to the net

flow. Part of this is a simple size effect--larger populations may be

expected to generate a larger net flow of cases. However, age effects are not

uniform. Growth in the populationunder 5 years of age or between18 and 44

is estimatedto have a positiveimpacton the net flow while a negativeimpact

is associatedwith growthin the 5 to 17 and over 65 age categories.

The eliminationof the purchaserequirementhad a large,positiveeffect

on the net flow of food stamp cases. AFDC case openingsand case closingsare

directly related to the change in the food stamp caseload. The effects of

both measures are in the expected direction and are of the same order of

magnitude.

_- The most significanteconomic effects on the net flows operate through

the measuresof unemployment. To estimatethe marginaleffect of a change in

the unemploymentrate, all the coefficientsassociatedwith measuresof URATE

must be taken into account. Estimatesfrom the final specificationsuggest

that as the unemploymentrate rises, the net flow will rise, but not in a

linear fashion. The marginaleffect is muted the lower the initiallevel of

the unemployment rate or the higher the insured unemploymentrate. In

addition,changesin unemploymentrates have a laggedeffect. If the rate is

1. The statisticalmodel of the net flows can be viewed as a type of
"error components"model in which the error structureis comprisedof three
components. One componentis associatedwith time--observationsat one point
in time are relatedto previousobservations. A secondcomponentis peculiar
to cross-sectionunits--all observationsfrom a particularstate have some
common characteristics. Last, a purely random component. The "error
components"estimatesare not far differentthan the ordinary least squares

_ regression estimates although the latter assume a much simpler error
structure.
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Table C.3

FULLERAND BATTESE"ERRORCOMPONENTS"ESTIMATES
1976-1983

DependentVariable:Net Flow of Sample Size =
Food Stamp Cases 1600

Parameter

Variable Es=lmaCe c ratio

Intercept 12079.4 0.7
M. Atlantic -527.2 -0.5
Midwest -117.1 -0.1

Southwest -679.5 -0.6
Mt. Plains 128.6 0.1
Western -932.0 -1.0
Southeast -400.9 -0.3

POP UNDER5 15490.7 2.5**
POP 5-17 -11128.3 -2.9**

'_ POP 18-44 2245.6 2.2**
POP 45-64 8040.1 1.5
POP 65 PLUS -7757.0 -2.0**
EPR 13292.8 4.3**

OBRA 81 1055.1 0.3
OBRA82 -991.9 -0.4

PROJEC'I_S -3.9 -43.4
MAX FSBENR 34.1 1.1

AFDC OPEN 0.7 8.6**
AFDC CLOSE -0.7 -9.7**
MAX AFDCBENR -1.3 -0.3

AVG SOCSECR -82.8 -1.2
AVG SSIR -7.8 -1.3
BC PEAK 5078.5 1.1
BC TROUGH -1965.1 -0.4
PEAK LEAD -2973.0 -1.0
TROUGH LEAD -I398.0 -0.5
YTCAPR -353.8 -1.i

._. URATE 1224.2 4.1'*
IURATE/URATg 3831.8 2.0**
URAT_(-1) -991.4 -3.4**
URAT_*PEAK -428.2 -0.9

CrRATE*TROUG_ 551.3 1.5
1977 934.1 o.4
1978 2592.8 1.0
1979 -2479.5 -0.6
1980 -9466.4 -2.2'*
1981 -10910.2 -2.5**
1982 -11501.5 -2.0**
1983 -12434.0 -2.1'*

**Significant at the .95 level or better.
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rising through time, there is an even greater tendency for the net flow to

- rise in the face of a fixed percentage increase in unemployment rates.

To capture more fully the variance in the net flows, dummyvariables

representing each year (1976 was the omitted year) were included. For every

-- year since 1979 the estimates suggest that an effect is operating to

significantlyreduce the net flow relativeto that obtainedin 1976. In 1977

and 1978 the estimatedeffectwas positive,althoughinsignificant. This may

_- have reflectedthe after-effectsofrapid programgrowthwhich was sustained

through the mid-lg70's. In 1979 the estimated effect was negative but was

insignificant.Since 1979,the effect has been highlysignificantand growing

in magnitude,at least through1983. Note that this effect is separatefrom

that which can be attributed to 1981 or 1982 OBRA changes, as these are

control variables in the equation. Also, the effect is first observed in

1980--beforeOBRA implementationhad begun.
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APPENDIXD

- ANALYSISOF THE INTERACTIONBETWEENTHE MACROECONOMYAND
THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM(DRI MODEL)

This Appendix describesthe data and methodsused to developa quarterly

macroeconomtcmodel of the Food Stamp Program. A two equation model was

specified--oneequationpredictsthe food stamp caseloadand one predictsthe

average benefitper recipient· The model was used in conjunctionwith a set

of generalDR1 models of the macroeconomyto producea counterfactualestimate

of the food stamp caseloadand costs. The purposeof the counterfactualwas

to demonstratethe effects of the macroeconomYon the Food Stamp Program.

Thus, the caseload and benefits were estimated, assuming that the 1981-82

recessiondid not take place. The discussionbelow briefly summarizesthe

food stampmodel and the resultsof the counterfactual.

__ Developmentof a MacroeconomicModel of the Food Stamp Program

The model was estimatedusing quarterlyobservationsfor the 1976-1983

period, inclusive. The character of the Food Stamp Program changed

significantlyin 1974 when it was expanded to a nationwideprogram. Thus,

data before the expansionwere not appropriatefor this estimation. Initial

model estimationsincluded all quarterlydata since the expansion (1974:4),

but resultswere significantlyimprovedwhen data duringthe transitionperiod

(1974:4-1975:4)were omitted. Thus, there were 32 quarterly time series

observationsused for each finalequation·
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Quarterly data were availablefor each of the nine Census divisions.1

_ Originally, separate equations were estimated for each of the divisions.

However, since such a small nun_)erof observationsseverely restrictedthe

number variablesthat could be includedin any one equation,a pooledcross-

section time s_ries approach was followed.2 Two pooling strategies were

followed. One combinedall of the observationsfor a singlenationalequation

yieldinga total pool of 288 observations(g divisionswith 32 quarterlytime

serieseach). The other strategycombinedthe Census divisionsinto the four

main Census regions: Northeast(New England and Mid-Atlantic),South (South

Atlantic,East South Central, and West South Central), North Central (East

North Centraland West North Central),and West (PacificNorthwestand Pacific

Southwest). This secondstrategyfacilitatedmodellingthe differentregional

variationin caseloadbehavior. As explainedin the discussionbelow,the two

differentstrategieswere followedfor each of the two equations.

The Food Stamp Recipienc_Equation. The dependentvariablein the food stamp

recipiencyequation is the number of food stamp recipientsdividedby the

populationin each region. The rectptencyrate was used insteadof the level

of recipientsin order to standardizethe effect of each of the coefficients

across regions. That is, a one percentagepoint increasein the unemployment

rate in a region with a large population produces a larger effect on the

number of food stamp recipientsthan in a regionwith a smallerpopulation.

However,the effectof the unemploymentrate on the recipiency

rate is likelyto be similaracrossregions,after controllingfor other
_o

1. The nine divisions are: New England, Middle Atlantic, South
Atlantic,West South Central, East South Central, East North Central, West
North Central,PacificNorthwest,and PacificSouthwest.

v 2. Multicollinearity prevented reliable estimates of variable
coefficientswhen only 32 observationswere availablefor each equation.
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variables which influence the regional caseload. Thus, all explanatory

_ variablesare also in rate ratherthan level form.

Table D.1 definesthe variablesused in the final food stamp recipiency

rate equations,and Table D.Z presentsthe equationresults. The final model

_ consistedof a single-equationfor each of three Census regions--theSouth,

the North Central, and the West, and .separateequationsfor the New England

and Mid-Atlanticdivisionsin the NortheastCensus region. A singleequation

for the Northeast produced unsatisfactoryresults because the food stamp

caseload exhibitedvery differentpatterns in these two divisions (and they

differedfrom all otherCensus divisions). For the final pooledcross-section

time series equations in the South, the North Central, and the West

statisticaltest were performedfor equality of regressioncoefficientsfor

the Census divisionscontainedin each region. Where regressioncoefficients

differed,interactionterms were introducedas shown below.

The unemployment rate was a significant predictor variable in all

equationsexcept the Mid-Atlantic. The higher the unemploymentrate, the

higherthe food stamp recipiencyrate. However,the size of this effect often

differedby Census division. As indicatedin Table D.2, interactionterms had

to be introduced to account for these geographicdifferencesin the three

pooled Census region equations. In addition,the unemploymentrate had an

insignificanteffect in the Mid-Atlanticequation. Other variables were

introducedto further explain the effect of unemploymenton the food stamp

recipiencyrate. The fractionof the unemployedwho have been unemployedfor

at least 52 consecutiveweeks (RD52) was a significantpositive predictor

variablein the North Centraland West equations. As more of the unemployed

exhaust their U1 benefits, more become eligible for food stamps. Other

specifications of the unemployment effect were not satisfactory and,
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Table D.1

VARIABLES INCLUDED IN THE FOOD STAMP RECIPIENCY RATE MODEL

Variable Definition

ELIMPR Modified dummy variable indicatingthe eliminatio_of the
purchase requirement in the Food Stamp Program _

ELIMPR*SATL ELIMPR interacted with dummy variable indicating South
Atlantic region

ELIMPR*ESC ELIMPR interacted with dummy variable indicating East
· SouthCentralregion

OBRA81 Modified dummy variable indicatingthe implementationof
the 198_ OBRA legislative changes in the Food Stamp
Program'

RAFDCB Ratio of the number of AFDC recipientsto total
population

RAFDCB*SATL RAFDCB interacted with dummy variable indicating South
Atlantic region

RAFDCB*ESC RAFDCB interacted with dummy variable indicating East
South Central region

RAFDCB*ENC RAFDCB interacted with dummy variable indicating East
North Central region

RAFDCB*PNW RAFDCB interacted with dummy variable indicating Pacific
North West region

RD52 Percent of the unemployedwho have been unemployedfor
more than 52 weeks

RHO Term introducedfor correctionof autocorrelationamong
errorterms

RHO*ENC RHO interactedwith dummy variable indicatingthe East
North Central region

RHO*ESC RHO interactedwith dummy variable indicatingEast South
Central

RHO*PNW RHO interactedwith dummy variableindicatingthe Pacific
North West region

RHO*PSW RHO interactedwith dummy variable indicatingthe Pacific
South West region

RHO*SATL RHO interacted with dummy variable indicating South
Atlantic region

RHO*WNC RHO interactedwith dummy variable indicatingthe West
North Central region

RHO*WSC RHO interactedwith dummy variable indicating the West
South Central region

RPOVERTY Ratio of the number of peoplebelow poverty line to total
population

RU Civilianunemploymentrate
RU*ENC RU interactedwith dummy variable indicatingEast North

Central region
RU*ESC RU interactedwtih dummy variable indicatingEast South

Central region
RU*PNW RU interacted with dummy variable indicating Pacific

North West region
RU*SATL RU interacted with dummy variable indicating South

Atlantic region
RWEEA Realwagerate

1. Proportion of states that implemented the legislation by the end of a
quarter,weightedby state caseloads.



Table D.2

FOOD STAMP RECIPIENCYRATE MODEL

DependentVariable: Numberof Food Stamp Recipients/TotalPopulation

SOUTH NORTH CENTRAL WEST

Independent Variable Coefficient Independent Variable Coefficient !ndependent Variable Coefficient

Constant -8.507** Constant -2.220** Constant -5.247**
RU .305** RU .100' RU .114'*
RU*SATL - .145' RU*ENC - .019 RU*PNW .149'*
RU*ESC .155' RD52 .050'* RD52 .030'
RD52 .045 RWEEA - .032 RWEEA - .159'*
RWEEA - .051 RPOVERTY .495** RPOVERTY .504**
RPOVERTY .382** RA.CDCB .229 RAJ:DCB 1.438'*
RAFDCB 2.745** RAFDCB*ENC .432'* RAFDC*PNW .138
RAFDCB*SATL - .237* ELINPR .679** ELIMPR 1.412'*
RAFOCB*ESC - .629'* OBRA81 - .146 OBRA81 - .538**
ELIM_ 2.392** RHO*ENC .223 RHO*PNW .100
ELIMPR*SATL - .519'* RHO*liNC .355* RHO*PSW - .170
ELXMPR*ESC 1.462'*

OBRA81 - .083 R2 .992 R2 .916
RHO*SATL .436
RHO*ESC .386
RHO*WSC .50/3

R2 .980

NEW ENGLAND MID ATLANTIC

Independent Variable Coefficient Independent Variable Coefficient

Constant -2.445 Constant -11.421'*
RAFDCB 1.542.* RAFDCB 1.965'*
RU .288** RU .008
RPOVERTY .061 RPOVERTY .729**
ELIMPR .012 ELIMPR 1.363'*
OBRA81 .290 OBRA81 ~ .369
DUMSS .802'* RHO .124
RHO .194

R2 .946
R2 .912
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therefore, excluded from the final model specifications. Alternative

_ specifications included lags, non-linear forms, and the duration of

unemployment.

The real wage rate (RWEEA)was included in the three pooled equations,

but it was significantonly in the North Central and West equations. The

higher the real wage rate, the lower the food stamp recipiencyrate. This

variableproxiesgeneraleconomicconditionsand was expectedto be negatively

correlatedwith the food stamp caseload. The poverty rate (RPOVERTY)was

includedin all equationsand it was significantin all but the New England

equation. This variable is a proxy for a large part of the population

eligiblefor food stamps. Other specificationsof the size of the low income

populationeligiblefor food stampssuch as the percentwith incomesbelow 130

percent of the poverty line were tested but did not produce satisfactory

results.

The recipiency rate in the AFDC program (RAFDCB) was a significant

variablein all of the equations,but its impact differedsharplyacrossthe

geographic divisions. Most AFDC recipients participateor are at least

eligible for food stamps. Thus, this variable had a consistentlypositive

effect on the food stamp recipiencyrate.

Several variables were introduced to explain differencesin the Food

Stamp Programduring the period. The eliminationof the purchaserequirement

had a large positive effect on the caseload, and the variable ELIMPR is

positive and significant in all but the New England equation. A dummy

variable indicating implementation of the 1981 OBRA legislation was

significantonly in the West equation. Its sign, however,was consistently

negativein all but the New Englandequation. Initialtests for existenceof
V



v 1)-7

autocorrelationof the error terms were positive.1 Correctionswere made for

- this error and these are includedas the RHO variablesin each equation as

shown in Table D.2. 2

The results for the two Northeasterndivisionsproved to be the most

unsatisfactory.Becauseof the small number of observations,it was necessary

to limit the number of explanatoryvariables. In addition,many of the

variablesdid not performwell in the New England equation. The Food Stamp

-- Program variables were both insignificantas was the poverty rate. The

variable(DUMSS)was includedto explainan unusualsinglequarterincreasein

the caseloadcausedby snowemergencyconditionsin Massachusetts.

- The forecasting performance of the entire model was quite good,

however. The food stamp recipientmodel'sperformancewas evaluatedover the

1976-1983period and for 1983 alone. The forecasterror was measured in two

ways. First, a simple averageof the quarterlypercentagediscrepancieswas

calculated. Second, the square root of the sum of the squared quarterly

percentagediscrepancieswas calculated. This secondmeasure,the "rootmean

.. squared percentageerror", adds up both positive and negative discrepancies

and gives a better measure of the total forecasterror. The averagepercent

forecasterrorwas 0.0 over the 1976-1983periodand .5 percentfor 1983. The

root mean squaredpercentageerror was 2.3 percent for the 1976-1983period

and 1.6 percentfor 1983. Thus, both statisticsindicatethat the recipiency

model performedwell.

Table D.3 shows the estimated effect of each variable in the final

equationson the level of the food stamp caseload. The 1983 populationin

1. The standard Durbin-Watson statistic was used to test for
autocorrelation.

2. The RHO variableswere calculatedaccordingto the Cochran-Orcutt
method.



Table D.3

ESTIMATESOF THE EFFECTOF EXPLAtLMORYVARIABLE_;ONTHE
LEVELOF THE FOODSTAMPCASELOADIN 1983x

Division

Total Caseload
Variable NENG MATL SATL ESC WSC ENC WNC PNW PSW Effect

CONSTANT -306,200 -.4,231,000 -3,301,000 -1,270,000 -2,196,000 -913,500 -381,700 -510,700 -1,985,OO0 -15,095,100

RUQ2 35,970 2,800 62,190 22,430 78,860 33,340 17,380 25,670 41,420 320,060

RD52 ........ 17,490 6,730 11,630 20,590 8,640 2,940 10,930 78,950

RWEEA ......... 19,720 -7,589 -13,120 -13,210 -5,540 -15,540 -57,720 -132,439

POVERTY2 7,576 270,057 148,738 57,342 99,457 21)5,454 85,896 49,658 183,261 1,107,439
I

AFDCBR2 191,520 727,903 976,311 317,533 714,446 274,353 39,807 155,119 522,486 3,919,478 co

ELINPR 1,000 503,900 726,820 139,090 618,000 281,900 118,300 138,000 512,570 3,039,580

OBRA81 36,240 -137,100 -32,230 -12,380 -21,410 -60,708 -25,480 -52,600 -195,400 -501,068
2

DUHSS 99,961 ....................................

RHO 71,988 45,786 169,719 57,927 155,654 92,558 61,585 9,849 -61,753 377,562

Population
Share 5.3% 15.8% 16.6% 6.4% 11.1% 17.7% 7.4% 4.2% 15.5% 100%

1. The explanatory variables in the recipiencyrate equations (Table D.2) were converted to level form using the 1983
population in that region.

2. Calculatedfrom equation resultsand 1983 population;others were supplied by RI, Inc.
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each Census divisionwas used to translatethe recipiencyrate equationinto

level form. The last columnshows the nationalcaseloadeffect.

Food Stamp Benefit Equation. The dependent variable in the benefit equation

is the percentage change in the real average food stamp benefit per

recipient. The advantageof this specificationof the dependentvariableis

that it capturesthe fact that a generalpercentageincreasein the food stamp

allotmenttranslatesinto differentpercentageincreasesin benefitsfor food

stamp recipients,dependingon their benefitlevel. That is, when the maximum

food stamp allotmentis adjusted (by applyingthe change in the ThriftyFood

Plan to the previous maximum allotment), this generates a fixed dollar

increase for each household size. Households with smaller benefits,

therefore,receivelargerpercentageincreasesthan those at the maximum. The

dependent variable was estimated in real terms in order to highlight the

effectof explanatoryvariablesother than the increasein food prices.1

Table D.4 definesthe variablesused in the food stamp benefitsequation

and Table D.5 presentsthe results. Since adjustmentsin food stamp benefits

are made uniformlyacross the nation a singleequationwas estimated,pooling

the time seriesdata for all nine Census divisions. Tests on the equalityof

the coefficientsof the equationacross the divisionsshowed that none were

statistically different.

As shown in Table O.5 the percentagechange in the realmaximumallotment

for a family of four (PRMAXALLOT4),dominatesthe equationwith a coefficient

of about 1.7. This result indicatesthat a ten percentincreasein the real

maximum allotmentleads to a 17 percent increasein the averagereal benefit

per person. As discussedearlier,the averagepercentageincreasein benefits

1. The food stamp benefit and the maximum allotment variableswere
deflated by the CPI for food at home, while other income variableswere
deflatedby the CPI for all items.



D-10

Table D.4

VARIABLESINCLUDEDIN THE FOODSTAMPBENEFITEQUATION

Variable Definition

ELIMPR Modified dummy variable indicating eliminat_on of
purchase requirement in the Food Stamp Program_

OBRA81 Modifieddummyvariablefor 1981OBRAlegislation_
OBRA82 Modifieddummy variablefor 1982 Amendments_
PRAVGAFDC Percent change in average AFDC benefit per recipient

deflated by CPI for all items
PRMAXALLOT4 Percent change in maximum food stamp allotment for a

family of 4, deflated by CPI for food at home
PRMNDEF Percent change in mean income deficit below the poverty

" line,deflatedbyCPIforallitems
PRWSD%N Percent change in wage and salary disbursementsper

capita, deflated by CPI for all items
RHO*ENC Correction for autocorrelationin error terms, interacted

with dummy variable indicating East North Central
region

'_ RHO*ESC Correctionfor autocorrelationin error terms,4nteracted
with dummy variable indicating East South Central
region

RHO*MATL Correction for autocorrelation in error terms, interacted
with dummy variable indicating Mid Atlantic region

RHO*NENG Correction for autocorrelation in error terms, interacted
'_ withdummyvariableindicatingNewEnglandregion

RHO*PNW Correction for autocorrelationin error terms, interacted
with dummy variable indicating Pacific North West
reg ion

RHO*PSW Correction for autocorrelation in error terms, interacted
with dummy variable indicating Pacific South West

-_ region
RHO*SATL Correction for autocorrelation in error terms, interacted

with dummy variable indicating South Atlantic region
RHO*WNC Correctionfor autocorrelationin error terms, interacted

with dummy variable indicating West North Central
region

1. Proportionof statesthat implementedthe legislationby the end of a
quarter, weighted by states' caseloads.
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Table D.5

v AVERAGEFOOD STAMP BENEFITPER RECIPIENT
(1967Dollars)

Dependent Variable: Percent Change in Average Benefit Per Recipient

- InterpendentVariableCoefficient

PRMAXALLOT4 1.691'*
PRAVGAFDC -.156'*
PRWSD%N -.409**
PRMNDEF .222

" ELIMPR .365
OBRA81 -2.532'*
OBRA82 2.021'*
RHO*NENG -.345.*
RHO*MATL -.457**
RHO*SATL -.313'

'" _HO*ESC -.181
RHO*WSC -.125
RHO*ENC -.173
RHO*WNC - .387**
RHO*PNW - .190
RHO*PSW - .202

R2 .820
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is significantly larger than the percentage change in the maximum allotment

since most recipients do not receive the maximum allotment. The percentage

change in the real average AFDC benefit (PRAVGAFDC) was a significant

explanatory variable and, as expected, is negatively related to the food stamp

benefit. The food stamp benefit, of course, is adjusted to offset changes in

other income sources. The per capita real wage and salary disbursements

variable (PRI_SDIN) was also significant and negatively related to the food

stamp benefit. This macroeconomic variable is intended to indicate that

rising real incomes lead to falling average food stamp benefits. The real

poverty deficit (PRMNDEF) is the difference between the average income of

families below the poverty line and the actual poverty line. This variable

was very significant (t-6.3) and positively related to the percent change in

the average food stamp benefit. As the deficit rises so will the food stamp

benefit to offset part of the income loss.

The policy variable to indicate the elimination of the purchase

requirement (ELIMPR) was not significant. The primary effect of this

legislation was an increase in the caseload. Most evidence indicates that its

effect on the average benefit was positive (that is, the new participants

tended to have lower average incomes than the existing caseload). 1 These

results were consistent with that finding but the effect was not

significant.

In contrast, both the OBRASl and OBRAS2 policy variables were

significant. As expected, OBRA81 had a negative effect on real benefits

because of the COLA delay. The fact that OBRA82 had a positive effect is

somewhat perplexing. The October 1982 catch-up COLA would have been captured

in the m_ximum allotment variable. However, the 1981 OBRA legislation

1. See Food and Nutrition Service (1981).
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reinstated the net income test for non-elderly, non-disabled households at 100

v percent of poverty. It is possible that relatively high-income, low-benefit

households left the program because of this provision, increasing the average

per capita benefit of those who remained on the caseload.

The RH0 variables indicate the first-order'autocorrelation corrections

interacted with dn-_y variables for each Census diversion. The overall R-

square statistic of the equation vas .8197--a good fit for a variable

estimated in first-difference form. Various other variables were tried but

eliminated from the final model. An average SSI benefit variable proved

unsatisfactory, as did an average per capita income variable, and the relative

price of food.

The forecasting performance of the food stamp benefits model was also

quite good. The mean percent error for the entire 1976-1983 period was less

than I percent, and the root mean squared percent error vas 2.7 percent. The

model's performance for Just the 1983 forecast was essentially the same.

The Impact of a "No-Recession" Scenario on The Food Stamp Program

The food stamp caseload and benefits equations were used to estimate the

Food Stamp Program under an assumption that the 1981-82 recession did not take

place. The counterfactual results demonstrate the impact that the economy can

have on the program. Since it is countercyclical these effects are very

strong.

The counterfactual economic scenario assumed that the economy vas growing

continuously throughout the period. Table D.6 shows the differences between

three key macroeconomic variables in the counterfactual scenario compared to

the historic values. In the no-recession scenario, real gross national

product was assumed to grow by 8.2 percent over the forecast period (1981:1

through 1983:4), whereas actual growth was only 3.9 percent.
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Table 0.6

COUNTERFACTUALI_L£ROECONONICASSUMPTIONS

Real GNP (Bill tons) CtvI 1 lan Unemployment Rate Inflation

Forecast No No No
Quarter Actual Recession OIfference Actual Recession Difference Actual Recession Difference

1981:1 1,514.5 1,517.2 3.7 7.43 7.33 -.U 11.38 10.80 -.58

1981:2 1,511.7 1,532.9 21.2 7.33 6.98 -.35 8.73 9.02 .29

1981:3 1,522.1 1,560.6 38.5 7.43 6.77 -.66 11.47 12.89 1.42

1981:4 1,501.3 1,558.7 57.4 8.23 7.17 -1.06 6.78 8.33 1.55

1982:1 1,483.5 1,560.2 76.7 8.83 7.22 -1.61 3.76 4.40 .64

1982:2 1,480.5 1,587.7 107.2 9.43 7.25 -2.18 5.47 7.05 1.58

1982:3 1,477.1 1,600.2 123.1 10.00 7.34 -2.66 7.20 9.63 2.43
1982:4 1,478.8 1,599.4 120.6 10.60 7.66 -2.94 1.56 3.79 2.23

1983:1 1,491.0 1,606.5 115.5 10.37 7.38 -2.98 .32 1.43 1.11

1983:2 1,524.8 1,629.0 105.0 10.10 7.34 -2.76 4.34 5.86 1.53

1983:3 1,550.2 1,638.9 88.7 9.40 7.08 -2.32 4.15 6.19 2.04

1984:4 1,572.7 1,640.7 68.0 8.47 6.81 -1.66 4.43 6.05 1.62
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The peak difference between the counterfactual and the historic

simulationsoccurred in 1982:3 when real GNP was 8 percent higher in the

counterfactual.The unemploymentratewas fairlystablein the counterfactual

at approximately7 percentthroughoutthe forecastperiod,while the historic

unemploymentrate rose to 10.6 percent in 1982. The inflationrate was also

significantlydifferentin the counterfactual. It peaked at 9.6 percent in

1982:3,comparedto a 7.2 percenthistoricrate.

These values were the result of imposinga significantincrease in the

money supplyin the DR1 model of the U.S. Economyso that the economyaverted

two consecutivequartersof declinein real GNP. This scenariowas chosento

demonstratethe effect of the macroeconomyon the Food Stamp Program,and not

to constructa realisticscenarioassuming that differenteconomic policies

had been followed in the 1981-82 period. The no-recession scenario

representedan extremelyoptimisticpicture of what might have happenedif a

looser monetary policy had been followed. Thus, the simulation results

present a range of outcomes for the Food Stamp Program,with the historic

resultsindicatingthe effects of a severe recessionand the counterfactual

resultsshowingthe effectsof a very strong economy.

The DRI Demographic-Economic(DECO) model was used to simulate the

distributionof income, given the final macroeconomiccounterfactual. The

DECO model simulates both demographic shifts in the U.S. population and

changesin the distributionof income. In turn, the DR1 Regional Information

Service (RIS) model was run to simulate the outcomes in the nine Census

divisions. The RIS model simulatesthe unemploymentrate and the real wage

rate for each of the nine divisionsin the U.S. Subsequently,a set of bridge

equationswas used to simulate various variables not included in the DRI

models, but included in the food stamp equations. Bridge equations are
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regressionequationsthat are not fully integratedwith the DRI models, but

provide forecastsof additionalvariables required by the food stamp model.

The bridgeequationsforecastthe AFDC recipiencyrate, averageAFDC benefits,

poverty rates at the regional level, the fraction of the unemployedwhose

unemploymentdurationexceeded52 weeks, and the CPI for food at home.

Finally,the food stamp caseloadand benefitsequationspresentedearlier

were used to forecastthe programin the counterfactualsimulation. Table D.7

.. shows the effect of the counterfactualscenarioon the food stamp caseloadin

the first quarter of 1983. The results for each region and the total are

shown. In addition,each columnshows the impactof the importantexplanatory

variableson the caseload. Table D.8 shows the effect of the counterfactual

on the averagereal per capita food stamp benefitfor the same quarter. The

change in each explanatory variable and the net effect on the benefit are

shown. FiguresD.1 and D.2 show the food stamp caseloadand benefitsfor the

actualand the no-recessionscenario,respectively.

A furtherexaminationof the resultsof the DRI counterfactualsimulation

in the context of the other analyses in this study impliesthat the results

are overstatedfor two reasons. First, the counterfactualassumptions,which

were selected after much discussion,were overly optimistic and probably

contrastedthe recessionwith an economy that could not have existed in the

1981-1983period. Second,becauseof constraintson the numberof variables

that could be used in the DRI model, the unemploymentvariableoverstatedthe

responseof the Food Stamp Programto a recessionlike the one of 1982-83. A

more realisticestimateis providedin ChapterV of this report.
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Table D.7

CAUSES OF THE CHANGE IN THE NUMBER OF FOOD STAMP

RECIPIENTS {THOUSANDS}, BY DIVISION, 1983:1

Poverty Unempioy. Loqltarm Real Total
Level Rate Unemp[. AFDC Vise Recipient

Division (1_00) (qb) (1,000) ( 1,000) (1,000) Effect

New Enilaml
· Chinae In exF

" variable -183 -2._ NA -Ii NA
Effect on
recipiency -12 -89 NA -iq} · NA 0121

MM-Atlantic
ChafiseInexp.
variable -_12 -2.2 NA -_0 NA
Effect on

'- reclplency -396 -7 NA -79 NA 0t82

SoothAtlantic
ChafiseInexp.
variable -69 -2.7 -107 -1le 4.0.122
Effect on
redpieficy -27 -322 0122 -312 07 0790

_' FAstSouthCentral
Chfmfe In exp.
variable -27 -3.6 -_6 -18 +0. it3
Effect on
roclpieficy 0i 0 -16_ -38 -132 -3 -319

West South Centrmm
Chamsein exp.

" variable -_6 - 1.7 -ti 077 .0.162
Effect on
reciplefcy -18 -13_ -t._ -211 -6 -tl_

East North Central
Chanse in exp.
variable -gfd -3.1 0213 -201 +0.1e0
Effect on

'_ reciptency 0_9 -172 -182 -17 -_ -87_

West North Central
Chanse iA exp.
variable -eOe -2.2 -345 -)3 +o,oz9
Effect on
recipient/ -19G -ti -q45 -12 0_ -296

Pacific Northwest
Change in exp.
variable -203 - 2..q 023 - I t +0.168
Effect on
redpiency -103 027 -15 -20 08 -173

P_.4fic Southwest
ChafileIffexl).
variable 07_2 -2.6 40 -10_ +0.1_3
Effect on
r_.ipiency 0381 -101 -_UJ 01_3 023 -716

Total USA
Ownte in exp_
variable 03,ISm -70') -669
Effect on
reciptesncy -I ,612 -i ,0:J9 -:SO_ -9S6 -Jr; -t,217

oExcludlnl effect of mutoconditld error tn.



Table D.8

CAUSESOF THECHANGEIN AVERAGEFOODSTAMPBENEFITPERRECIPIENT IN
THE FIRST QUARTEROF 1983ASSUMINGNO RECESSION

(1967$)

Total Effect

Changein ExplanatoryVariable on Average
Food Stamp

Maximum AFDC Wage and Salary Poverty BenefitPer
Allotment Benefit Disbursements Deficit Recipient

New England -.36 -.58 44.75 -107.60 -.47

MiddleAtlantic -.36 -2.10 1.32 -107.60 -.29

South Atlantic -.36 -.66 34.83 -107.60 -.44

East North Central -.36 -1.30 -18.78 -107.60 -.33
I

East SouthCentral -.36 -.64 38.65 -107.60 -.48

West North Central -.36 -.67 13.43 -107.60 -.41

West South Central -.36 .58 40.07 -107.60 -.65

PacificNorthwest -.36 -1.12 50.70 -107.60 -.48

PacificSouthwest -.36 -.02 33.71 -107.60 -.46

U.S. Average -.36 -.78 20.31 -107.60 -.43



( ( ¢ ( ( ( _ ( ¢ /

Figure D. 1

PRI MARY MODEL
FOODSTAMP RECIPIENTS IN U.S.

ACTUAL VS. NORECESSION SCENARIO
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PRI MARY MODEL

AVERAGE FOODSTAMP BENEFIT IN U.S. (19675)
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APPENDIXE

ANALYSISOF THE LONGITUDINALFOOD STAMP CASE RECORD DATA

Overview

The evaluationof the effectsof the 1981and 1982 legislativechangesin

the Food Stamp Programincludesanalysisof a nationallyrepresentativesample

of cases trackedover a threeyear period. In order to allow inferencesabout

the impactof the major changes,the samplewas drawn from cases activeat any

time betweenOctober 1, 1980 (oneyear before the implementationof the first

changes) and December 31, 1983. The survey was conductedby Market Facts,

Inc. under subcontractto The Urban Institute.

Data from actual program records were abstracted to develop a

longitudinalfile describingall Food Stamp Program status changes, benefit

levels and other actions for each sampledcase. In additionto case record

data, informationwas also collectedon (1) local programvariablesincluding

when and how variouschangeswere implementedin each office in the sample;

and (2) the local unemploymentrate in sampledcommunities. This Appendix

describesthe methods used for sampling,collecting,and editing these data

and the types of preliminaryanalysis done to date. The sample design is

presented, followed by a summary of the case record data and abstraction

procedures. Next, the local program informationis described. Finally, a

brief discussionof the editingand preliminarydescriptiveanalysisfollows.

Sampl ing Design

The targetpopulationfor this analysisis all food stamp cases activeat

any time between October 1, 1980 and December 31, 1983, in the forty-eight

coterminousstatesand the Districtof Columbia. The two-stagestratified
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sampling frameworkwas designedto generate a sample representativeof the

- target populationsuch that inferencesabout the populationcould be drawn

from sample information. In the first stage local food stamp offices were

selected and the second stage consisted of drawing cases in each sampled

v office.

The sample design consistedof selectingsixty local food stamp offices

that would togetherprovidea representativesample of all food stamp cases.

The original design however, was modified as a result of a desire to

coordinatethis survey with another food stamp study of expedited services

conductedby SRA Technologies,which also includedabstractingdata from case

._ records in sixty sites. In order to minimize the total number of local

offices participatingin the two studies, the sample design was revised to

allow for 38 overlappingsites (i.e., 38 sites were to be includedin both

._ studies,and 2Z would be in The Urban Institute'sevaluationonly).

In the final sample design 60 sites were chosen from a total of 3577

local offices;the probabilityof site selectionvariedwith caseloadsize and

_ geographic location. Table E.! shows the sampled offices by region and

caseload size. Next, a samplingrule was developedthatwould result in any

case havingequal probabilityof selectionover the entiresampleof qualified

cases--casesactive between October 1, 1980 and December31, 1983. Within

each officethe qualifiedcaseloadwas estimatedand the samplingrule applied

to determine the number of cases to be abstractedfrom that office. The

requirednumberwas randomlyselectedfrom the total qualifiedgroup and the
V

informationabstracted.1

I. A tinal modificationbecame necessarybecause 18 of the 60 offices
had purged cases that had been closed with no action for three years. The
sample frames for these 18 offices reflectedthe earliestdate for which all
closedcases could be reviewed.
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Table E.1

SAMPLED OFFICES BY REGION AND CASELOAD SIZE

Region

OfficeSize East Midwest South West

Largest
(5011-62,932cases) 7 7 5 3

Larger
,_ (2714-5004cases) 3 2 3 2

Large
(1903-2710cases) I 1 5 2

Medium
_. (661-1896cases) 2 3 8 2

Smal 1
(<660cases) 2* 1 1

*Because of the small percentage of the total caseload represented by the
East-Smallcell (0.3%}this cell was combinedwith Midwest-Small.
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Table E.2 lists the final numberof cases abstractedin each office. The

sites that overlapwith the SPA study are noted as are those which had time

framesother than October1, 1980 - December31, 1983.

Data Abstracti on

._ Data abstractionconsistedof recordinginformationon each selectedcase

at baselineand after any changesthat occurredbetweenbaselineand December

31, 1983. Baseline was definedas the applicationor recertificationdate

closestin time to October1, 1980. The followingtypes of itemsat baseline

and after any changeswere recorded:

o Case status (openingsand closings)

o Individualand householddescription(includingage)

o Level and certificationperiodof benefits

o Allowableexpensesand deductions

o Employmentstatus

o Earnings,assetsand other income

o Participationin other programs

This informationwas recordedon three types of abstractionforms:

o InitialForm (for baselineinformation)

o Monthly Report Form (for recording the months in which a monthly
reportwas filed)

o Update Form (for changes in status, benefits or conditions;new
information;regularrecertiftcations;monthlyreportwith changes)

Market Facts, Inc., processedthe forms for verification,editing, and

data processing. The datawere deliveredin tape form to The Urban Institute

for furtherprocessingand analysis.
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Table E.2

FINAL SAMPLE OF CASES ABSTRACTED BY LOCAL OFFICE

OfficeNumber Location Numberof CasesSampled

01 *PerryCounty,Alabama 76

02 *Dekalb County, Alabama 101

._ 03 *MississippiCounty, Arkansas4 49

04 *Solano County, California 205

05 LosAngelesCounty(E1Monte),CA 103

06 Alameda County (Hayward),CA 169

07 *ArapahoeCounty,Colorado 226

08 FremontCounty,Colorado 84

og *San Miquel County, Colorado 40

10 Middletown, Connecticut 1Z2

11 *Pasco County, Florida3 102

12 Oade County (SW 1st. St., Miami) FL 82

13 DadeCounty(W.Flagler,Miami),FL 62

v 14 HillsboroughCounty, Florida 88

15 PottawatomieCounty, Oklahoma 82

16 *CraigCounty,Oklahoma 137

17 Roanoke,Virginia 102

18 *FordCounty,Illinoi_ g9

,_ lg Cook County (W. Oak St.), Illinois 48

20 Cook County (N. Milwaukee Ave.), Ill 197

21 *Polk County, Iowa 201

22 *Clark County,Kentucky 3 73

23 *Lawrence County, Kentucky 72

24 *Franklin Parish, Louisiana 52

25 Fall River, Massachusets 89

26 *LaPeer County, Michigan1 119

27 Wayne County (Harper St., Detroit) MI 86

28 Wayne County (Inkster),MI 60

29 Saginaw County, MI 177

_ 30 *St. Louis, Ntssouri I 288

31 Mtssoula County, Montana3 113

32 Las Vegas, Nevada3 284

33 *Bergen County, New Jersey 178

34 *MiddlesexCounty, New Jersey2 58

._ 35 *Monmouth County, New Jersey 127

36 Oneida County, New York 93

37 *NewYorkCity(E.34thSt.)NY 61

38 *New York City (Hinsdale-Brklyn),NY 87

39 Monroe County, New York 38
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Table E.2 (continuc_d)

Office Number Location Number of Cases Sampled

40 New York City (Broadway),NY 146

4i *HalifaxCounty,NorthCarolina 158

42 *Cherokee County, North Carolina 55

43 *Martin County, North Carolina 104

44 _aMoureCounty,NorthDakota1 27

45 *Allen County, Ohio 115

46 Mecklenburg County, North Caroli;a 171

47 Lucas County, Ohio 248

48 *SusquehannaCounty, Pennsylvania 72

_-- 49 Philadelphia(Federal Dist.), PA 95

50 *Saluda County, South Carolina 89

51 WilliamsburgCounty, South Carolina 93

52 *Uankton, South Dakota1 107

53 *Dallas (Ross Ave.), Texa_ 202

54 *Mission, Texas5 64

55 *Greenville,Texa_ 6g

56 *Spokane (S. Arthur), Washington 94

57 *Spokane (N. Washington),Washington 85

58 *McOowell County, West Virgini_ 43

59 *Fond Dulac County, Wisconsin 137

_- 60 *Racine County, Wisconsin6 30

Total 6,671

-_ *These 38 sites were also included in the SR.Astudy of expedited services
in the Food Stamp Program.

i The sample frame for these offices was 1/1/81-12/31/83
2' The sample frame for this office was 5/1/81-12/31/83
3' The sample frame for these offices was 7/1/81-12/31/83
4' The sample frame for this office was 9/1/81-12/31/83
5' The sample frame for these offices was 10/I/81-12/31/83

._ 6' The sample frame for this office was 10/1/82-12/31/84
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Local Pro_ramInformation

In order to examinefully the effectsof the federallegislativechanges

in the Food Stamp Program, informationwas collected from each of the 60

sample offices about (1) when the changeswere implemented(i.e., in which

months);and (2) how the changeswere implemented(e.g.,all cases affectedat

once, _r cases reviewedat next recertification).

The following1egislativechangeswere addressed:

o Gross incomelimit of 130 percentof the povertyline
for nonagedand nondisabledhouseholds;

o Reductionof the earningsdeductionfrom 20 percent
to 18 percent;

o Proration of initial benefits from the day of application;

o New definitionof a food stamp householdregardingadult
childrenand siblings;

o Net income limit of 100 percent of the poverty level for
" nonagedand nondlsabledhouseholds;

o Monthlyreporting;

o Expansionof work requirements(e.g.,job search,workfare);

'_ o Restrictionon the use of standardutilityallowances.

Since many food stamp recipients also participate in other public

programs, the informationfrom local office administratorsalso addressed

-_ major changes in AFDC (e.g.,monthly reporting,WIN, Workfare),and General

Assistancethat might have occurred during the study period. These program

implementationvariableswere coded and added to the case records file for

inclusionin the analysisof the effect of legislativechanges.

Preliminary Analysis

The case records file prepared by Market Facts underwent a series of

elaborate consistency checks and data verification procedures prior to

analysis. As is discussedbelow,this was necessitatedby the fact that over
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the course of the abstractionperiod a particularcase could undergo many

changes--eventssuch as householdsize changes, changesin earnings or AFDC

income, and changes in shelter costs or work expenses--in addition to

scheduled recertificationsor case openings, closings, and reapplications.

The high level of activity and the importance of ordering events

chronologically imposed the need for a highly structured verification

procedure.

The file consisted of 6671 cases, of these, 551 cases had various

inconsistencies such that they could not be processed. The single most common

type of problem encountered was that the dates associated with key events were

inconsistent (or missing) and simple rules of logic did not result in

reasonable imputations. It is expected that many of these can be corrected

using manual correction procedures as editing continues on the data file. The

_' sampleon which preliminaryanalysiswas based totaled6110 cases.

A few generalstatementsabout the characteristicsof the case records

are suggestive of the complications involved in abstracting these data.

_ First, 90,390 valid monthly observations were generated out of 238,290

potentialmonthlyobservations(3g-monthperiod of analysistimes 6110 cases --

238,290). Hence,on average,a case was active 38 percentof the time, or 15

-- months.

There was considerableactivity across the records in the sample. As

mentionedpreviously,update forms were recordedfor any changes in status,

benefits, household characteristics,etc. Over 28,000 update sets were

recordedand the distributionof the numberof updatesacrossthe total number

of households is shown in Table E.3. Closings, reapplications,and

-- recertificationsare types of updatesof particularinterest. Distributions

are shown in Table E.4 throughTable E.6.
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Table E.3

DISTRIBUTIONOFREPORTEDUPDATESETSPERCASE

Numberof UpdateSets Numberof Cases
0 970
1 1092
2-5 2659
6-10 1275

'_ 11-20 551
21-30 56
31+ 7

TableE.4

DISTRIBUTIONOF REPORTEDCLOSINGSPER CASE

Numberof Closings Numberof Cases

0 2035
1 3507
2 814
3-5 249
6-10 5

Table E.5

DISTRIBUTIONOF REPORTEDREAPPLICATIONSPERCASE

Numberof Reapplications Numberof Cases

0 4886
1 1276

',-'* 2 326
3-6 122

Table E.6

-_ DISTRIBUTIONOF REPORTEDRECERTIFICATIONSPER CASE

Number of Recertifications Number of Cases

0 2085
1 1308
2 925
3,-5 1583

-.--' 6-10 654
11-20 52
21+ 3

_['6' '
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Descriptiveanalysis of the data was of interest in its own right and

also servedas a means of verifyingthe case recordsinformation.Mean values

by month were calculatedfor the benefitamount (AVG-BEN),the month-to-month

change in the benefit (AVG-CH), reported gross income (AVG-GRSY), the

proportionof cases with earnings reported(EARN-P),the proportionwith AFDC

income reported(AFDC-P),and the proportionwith a member 65 years of age or

older present(AGED-P).

-_ Two additionalvariablesare described,the entry rate (ENTRY-RT)and the

exit rate (EXIT-RT). The former is definedas the proportionof all active

cases that are newly opened this month.1 Analogously,the exit rate is

definedas the proportionof all activecases for which this is the last month

in a spell. Note that the exit rate is not measured properly in month 39

because it cannot be observedwhether that is a last month for most cases.

.. Separateanalyseswere conductedfor the followingsubgroups:

o All activecases;

o Newly openedcases;

._ o Newly closed cases;

o Cases with earnings;

o Cases with AFDCincome;

o Cases with an aged member.

In addition, special tabulations were generated for the months around

implementation of prorating and the change to a gross income limit of 130

percent of poverty.

1. There is an apparenttendencyfor the entry rate to be somewhathigh
in the first few months of the abstractionperiod. It is not clear whether
this is a real effect or due to samplingfeatures. Because the abstraction
period was delayed in a few sites, sample sizes in the early months are
somewhatreduced.
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Average values for selected variablesare shown in Tables E.7 through

E.12. Each table correspondsto a particularsubgroup,as indicatedabove.

The time frame is the 3g-monthabstractionperiod.

Month Date

i October,1980

4 January,1981

16 January,1982

-_ 28 January,1983

39 December,1983

The variablesfor which means are presentedinclude:

_ (1) MonthlyBenefit AVG-BEN

(2) Month-to-Month
Change in Benefit AVG-CH

(3) Gross HouseholdIncome AVG-GRSY

(4) Proportionof Cases
Leavingthis Month Exit-RT

(5) Proportionof Newly Opened
Cases this Month Entry-RT

'_ (6) Proportionof Cases
Reporting Earnings Earn-P

(7) Proportionof Cases
ReportingAFDC AFDC-P

'- (8) Proportionof Cases with
a Member 65 or O1der AGED-P



Table E.7.

HEAN VALUES FOR ALL ACIlVE CASES BY NONTH

'I[INTII IYI'[_ _FPEQ_ AVG_RF.N AVG_CH AVG_GRSY EXIT.RT ENIRY.RT EARN_P AGEO_P AFOC_P

I 0 1476 84.219 . 328.896 0,048103b 0.092818 0.193767 0.Z05285 0.331978
2 0 1%61 43,828 8'0255 328.553 0.0499680 0.099936 0.197950 0.201794 0.335682
3 0 1647 44._00 9.5185 329.194 0.0497875 0,100789 00202793 0.199757 0.333940

o 1796 91.048 17.6825 326.775 0.0534521 0.128619 0.197105 0.197661 0.330178
5 0 1656 94.861 10.9493 332,500 0,0507012 0.083603 0.208738 0.196872 0.336570
6 0 1416 96.529 9.6047 333.702 0,0605428 0,081942 0,204593 0.198852 0.341336
7 0 1940 98,329 9.2808 335.102 0.0590046 0.076963 0,201642 0.194972 0.350436
3 0 1997 99.210 q.3898 331.978 0.0450676 0,082123 0.203305 0.202303 0.359539

0 2079 100,748 9.6768 328,852 0.0707071 0.081289 0.208754 0.195767 0.350168
I_ 0 2150 100,382 10,8887 331.435 0.0655814 0.101395 0.212558 0.196279 0.343256
Il 0 219_ 100.950 8,9868 334.498 0.0529197 0.083485 0.213047 0.194?99 0.341697
12 0 2267 100.035 8,2594 336.028 0,0688134 0.084252 0.217909 0.195412 0.340097
I_ 0 2303 98.682 7.2796 339,205 0.0712115 0.082935 0.219713 0.194095 0.341294
14 0 2317 99.823 8.857_ 341.355 0.0664653 0.077255 0.220112 0.190332 0.336642
15 0 234q 99,267 7.7998 344,348 0.0668370 0.080460 0.223499 0.193274 0.339293
16 0 2361 100.022 8.3182 344.334 0,0626853 0.074121 0.222363 0.190174 0,330368
17 0 2386 101,797 9.0580 342.888 0.0725063 0.069992 @,219614 0.189019 0,320503
13 0 2364 101.729 6.7545 343.896 0.0642978 0.064721 0.211929 0.191624 0.325296
1_ 0 2353 101,020 5.9834 346.415 0.0726732 0.060348 0.209945 0.192945 0.325967
2_ 0 2_10 100.587 4.9211 350.095 0.0701299 0.056277 0.207359 0.196970 0.331602 I
_I 0 2330 99,473 6.0908 353.746 0.0626609 0.078112 0.207725 0.195708 0.326609
72 0 2J93 100.722 9.6598 345.650 0.0689511 0.087756 0,207609 0.191809 0.325115
23 0 2431 101.378 8,8031 349.333 0.0559441 0.083093 0.211847 0.185932 0,334842
2q 0 2486 !02,251 8.0185 355.895 0.0756235 0.077635 0.213596 0.184232 0.337088
25 0 _511 107.243 12,9661 355,095 0.0649144 0.003234 0,215850 0.178415 0.331316
_ 0 2542 1o9.420 10.6128 355.952 0.0476003 0.071891 0.220692 0.179780 0.336743
27 0 _591 111.587 9,7511 359.494 0.0513315 0.067541 0.227711 0.178310 0.330760
2'_ 0 2666 1J2,914 !0._851 3_4,495 0,0547637 0.078395 0.232933 ' 0.171043 0,320705
2? 0 2692 114.626 6.4996 355.970 0.0627786 0.063522 0.237370 0.169391 0.324294
39 0 2_88 115.043 7.9929 351.40i 0.0_58036 0.063244 0,230655 0.168899 0.327009
31 0 2_,60 113.924 4.7_08 352.103 0.0636943 0.049082 0.219933 0.174223 0.329337
_2 0 2618 113.300 4.7469 356.874 0.0614973 0.045455 0.226891 0.176089 0.33?280
33 0 2610 !11.811 5.6054 358.677 0.0731801 0.059770 0.228736 0.176245 0.333333
3_ o 2_92 111,132 6.8906 351.373 0.0582562 0.066744 0.220679 0.180941 0.336806
_5 0 2616 109.991 6.5432 356.007 0.0665130 0.068807 0,227064 0.178517 0.338685
3& 0 2_93 !_9.225 6.4292 362.749 0.070i890 0.060§33 0.227921 0.177786 0.346703
37 o 2571 !!1.001 7,2730 367.165 0.0606768 0,062233 0,222482 0.180863 0.349669
13 o 2_87 !10.278 6.7630 363.384 0.0514109 0.066073 0.227677 0.180131 0.345187
3? 0 2577 110.700 6.7413 364.312 0.0190144 0.050446 0.227396 0.182383 0.343811

Sample Size - 90390
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Table E.8
&

HEAN VALUES FOR ALL NEHLY OPENED CASES BY MONTH

MONTH _TYPE_ _FREQ_ AVG_BEN AVG_GRSY EX I T_R ! ., EARN_P ..... ._AGE0_ P - .... AFOC_P

I O 138 83.095 266;290 0.108696 0.224638 0.079710 0.159420
2 0 156 86.186 293.617 0.051282 0.230769 0.11S385 0.269231

0 167 95.916 288.511 0.083832 0.275449 0.113772 0.269461
4 O 233 93,922 296.240 00064370 0.214592 0.133047 0.240343
5 O 155 108.987 300.935 0.103226 0.290323 0.077419 0,225006
6 O i51 iOZ._5* 260.84i §.i§b_86 .... 6;_b_i2_ 0.[i46s0 0.235669
7 O 153 111.573 285,862 0.143791 0.267974 00065359 0.267974
8 0 165 106.08_ 302.376 0.054545 0,254545 0.169697 0.266667
9 O 171 114.320 258.071 0.105263 0.304094 0.064327 00157895

i0 O 218 113.193 285.318 0.155963 0,261468 0.110092 0.215596
I1 0 183 117.814 294.694 0.092896 0,311475 0.071038 0.218579
12 0 192 ili.984 29i.637 d0125o66 G.31_765 6;6_d 6;223_s
13 O 194 84.592 293.840 0.082474 0.298969 0.077320 0.201031
14 0 179 99.425 296.237 0.106145 0.290503 0.055866 0.162011
15 0 189 84.286 315.222 0.095230 0.370370 0.095238 0,206349
16 0 175 91.097 293.649 0.051429 0.340571 0.040000 0.160000
17 O 167 102,784 295.407 0.13_737 00269461 0.0J7844 0.161677
18 o 153 02.23_ 266;I14..... 6;0Ls_s_..... -_._2_2 ...... _;_f_o_ ..... 6;I_72ss'
19 O 143 90.711 2810790 0.090909 0.251740 00069930 0.209790 t
20 O 131 83,092 296.725 0.099237 0.236641 0,016336 0.213740
21 O 182 78.566 307.352 0.109890 0,280220 0,065934 0.148352
22 0 210 90.214 258.981 O. lO00OO 0.328571 0.071429 0.195238
23 O 203 85.202 272.576 0.073892 0.310345 0.046335 0.231527
24 O 194 *i0_.860 _4_'t_$ -O;O_?_q ---O;_&B041 ...... O;O&?O-_ _;_-'_ta_
25 O 210 99.225 293,471 0.076190 0.309524 0.047619 0.176190
2b o 198 93.308 302.182 00045455 0.282828 0,005059 0.186869
27 0 175 100.389 369.509 0.034286 0.325714 0.062857 0.108571
28 o 209 95.196 294.284 0.047847 0.360421 0.043062 0.114833
29 O 171 85.339 320.450 0.029240 0.362573 0.052632 0.134503
30 O 171 ld_.si_ _?o=.159 o.O_Fo_z -0.3_I6-_ d;_6-47_ .... 6;iSi_?
31 O 134 g4.626 263.008 00059701 0.230806 0.104478 0,223081
32 0 119 101.798 300.966 0.092437 0.319328 0.050420 0.235294
33 0 156 93.904 283.282 0.016923 0.269231 0.057692 0.105097
_4 0 175 88.468 282.517 0.085714 0.274286 0.085714 0.171429
35 O lei 83.667 351.337 0.027624 0.370166 0.077348 0.220994

37 0 161 94.056 322.200 0,080745 0.229814 0.124224 0.223602
38 o 173 91.671 270.936 0.063584 0.283237 0.075145 0.202312
39 0 130 99.485 320.815 0.007692 0.376923 0.061530 0.130769

Sample Size = 6729
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Table E.9

HEAN VALUE OF CHANGE IN BENEFIIS FOR ALL NE.LY CLOSED CASES BY #ONIH

2 0 71 -100,55
3 0 80 -92038
q 0 el -9O.Tl
5 0 96 -82.66
6 o - 9_ .... _§_._
7 0 117 097.72
8 0 116 -105,33
9 0 90 -105o3T

1o 0 147 -118,o6
1]_ 0 141. ,100.96
12 0 118 °110,18
13 0 157 -105,06
14 0 164 -100012
15 0 156 o104.81
16 0 159 -101.27

18 o 174 -104.47
19 0 155 -111,36
20 0 171 -97.13
21 0 164 -101.69 I
22 o 146 °92.23

24 0 137 -102.00
25 0 189 -99,64
26 0 164 -108,20
27 o ]zz oliZ.6z
28 o 134 -115.79
Z9 0 147 -108.53
30 o 170 -12o.29
31 o 15z -lZO.Oi
32 0 110 -117.01
33 0 165 -119.03
34 o 193 -lll,6Z
35 .. _ ........J _ ....._ !9_8_!e.
36 0 ]81 -116.49
31 0 188 -92.49
38 0 1ST -112.1T
39 0 140 °122.93

Sample Size ,' 5477
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Table E.IO

HEAN VALUES FOR ALL EARNERS BY #,NTH

HOfilH _TYPE_ _FREQ_ AVG.BEN AVG_CH . AVG_GRSY _ EXIT-_T .... ENTRY_KI ....... AGED-P ..... A_D_.P

J 0 288 96.678 · 531.175 0.059028 0.101639 0.05902?8 0.218750
Z 0 310 96.129 9'1231 523.118 0.017419 0.116129 0.0709677 0.240381
3 0 335 94.817 901_i5 530.097 0.080597 0.137313 0.0146269 0.253731
4 0 355 104.446 20.9124 523.443 0.076056 0.140845 0.0132399 0.242254
5 0 388 111.S04 14.3282 518.995 0.081629 0.115919 0.0747423 0.244845
6 0 392 113.457 7_4322 S22._6J ....... 0.684184 .... 0.081633 0.0739796 0.252561
7 0 393 114.226 14.4758 518.618 0.091603 0.104326 0.0763359 0.251908
e 0 406 113.406 1000099 515.315 0.064039 0.103448 000812808 0.266010
9 0 435 112.917 11.6014 514.385 0.075862 0.119540 0.0735632 0.2528?4

10 0 458 110.713 9.5624 517.969 0.104003 0.124454 0.0659022 0.233624
1! 0 470 113.390 12.3198 526.0!3 0.082979 _0_121271 .... O_060_L____
12 0 496 112.660 903259 522.894 0.092792 0.122984 0.0665323 0.221774
13 0 50_ 110.735 8.8313 525.750 0.09626? 0.113949 0.0589391 0.220039
14 0 514 111.355 10.5235 525.521 0.103113 0.101161 0.0505831 0.210117
15 0 530 108.373 10.1086 529.412 0.101801 00132015 0.0584906 0.213208
16 0 530 110.619 i1.5771 531.557 0.086192 0.115094 0.0947170 0.196226
17 0 521 115_292 .... 12_5870 ...... _3_694 ..... 9 ,085389 0.005389 0.0569260 0, J93_48
18 0 506 117.349 6.8840 529.8q8 0.094862 0.067194 0.0612648 0.205534
19 0 497 116.340 4.7931 535.300 0.092555 0.072435 0.0684105 0.225352
?0 0 482 111.154 -0.1218 531.621 0.093361 0.069315 0.0809129 0.219911 t
_1 o 487 109.645 7.5000 545.696 0.108830 0.104123 0.0_39220 0.209446
22 0 999 112.115 12.3818 536.881 0.096192 0.138211 0.0681363 0.226453
23 0 516 110,645 8,83!1 .... 544,603 ..... 0,073643 ..... 0..___,1..2.2093 ..... 0_062_0 ISS _ O_ 244 l__b _
24 o 532 i13.021 10.0301 551.607 0.110902 0.097744 0.0639098 0.221444
_5 0 543 120.612 16.1019 548.004 0.082873 0.119105 0.0552486 0.219153
26 0 56_ t23.380 13.2531 543.475 0.065836 0.099644 0.0516014 0.217082
27 _ 592 127.207 12.0610 532.426 00014324 0.096284 0.0472973 0.202703
28 0 62_ 131.976 17.73_9 507.092 0.013718 0.123397 0.0432692 0.190/05
29 0 642 136,2_5 12,2833 . 490_7_______.0*_..099608 ...... _,0..__.6__5513.... O,_S§!___ _,_0_].__.
30 0 627 135.000 11.2290 491.122 0.092504 00081119 0.0366826 0.185008
31 0 592 132.186 1.7402 514.400 0.089527 0.054054 0.0422297 0.195946
_Z 0 598 130.128 3.5481 514.039 0.0?6923 0.063645 0.0416060 0.220136
_3 0 601 129.591 5.2651 514.397 0.116473 0.069884 0.0432612 0.216306
34 0 576 128.0_8 6.5280 506.393 0.085069 0.083333 0.0451389 0.230903
35 0 600 124,1_5 .8,3620 ._ _20._835 ...... 0_1133_3 ..... _0_1/16§] .... p,0466667 0,223333
36 0 595 121.157 6.8305 540.582 0.097419 0.090756 0.0420168 0.226891
37 0 574 121.093 6.8497 553.319 0.085366 0.064460 0.0452962 0.229739
38 0 591 126.764 5.9236 541.836 0.071834 0.062910 0.0406091 0.231810
39 O 589 122.510 8.0427 532.995 0.020314 0.083192 0.0390492 0.21131_

Sample Size _ 19761
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Table E.!I

HEAN VALUES FOR ALL AFOC CASES BY HDNIH

rIONTH _TYPE_ _FREQ. AVG_BEN AVG_CH _ AVG.GRSY ..... £X]T_RT _. ENTRY.._R! ...... E.ARp_P ........ AGE@_P

! 0 492 111.004 , 386,907 0,0304878 0,044TI54 0,128049 0.0461480
2 0 5Z7 113,095 9'6750 383.063 000436433 0,0796964 0,146110 0,0417451
3 0 552 112.842 8,7418 388,398 0,0380435 0.0815217 0,153986 0.0390551
4 0 597 122,840 1905295 382,247 0,0251256 0,0938023 0,144054 0.0368509
5 0 6Z0 125,410 9.192_ 387,324 .... 0,9_7_!Q! _0,0551325 0,1512T4 0,0350310

0 660 IZ8,460 90?966 381,231 0,0303030 0,0560606 0,150000 6,6_6_i_
I 0 691 133,461 9,6378 390,312 0,0289436 000593343 0,143271 0,0316266

0 728 134,340 9,2999 381,Z37 0,0274725 0,0604396 0.148352 0,0343407
9 0 736 135,536 5,4454 375,986 0,0597826 0,0366848 0.149457 0,0300435

lO 0 744 136.602 9.6535 371.896 0,0389785 0,0631T20 0,143811 0,0349462
11 0 754 135.654 5,7614 377,885 0,0424403 0,0530594 __ _1_95_ .... _,0_!_39_
12 0 r?8 135.853 6.6593 37i.063 0.0437018 0.0552699 0.141388 0.0334190
13 0 790 136.158 6,1354 374.105 0.0443038 0.0493671 0.141772 0,0329114
14 0 785 137.342 5,2949 378.940 0,0420382 0,0369427 0,137580 0,0305732
15 0 803 138,975 6,2349 376,297 0,0612478 0.04856?9 0,140722 0,0336239
16 0 784 141.247 5,4685 3?5,324 0,0408163 0,0357143 0,132653 0,0306122
17 0 786 141,413 5,1317 372,865 0,0521628 0,0343511 0,129771 0,0292621

lq 0 771 141,885 4.5791 387,187 0,0402075 0,0389105 0,145Z66 000311284
ZO 0 770 141,943 4,4373 387,48? 0.0480519 0,0363636 0,13766Z 000324675
2! 0 764 141.580 3,5500 388,023 0.0366492 0.0353403 0,133508 0,0366492
ZZ o 781 141,333 6,5180 388,886 0,0268886 0,0524968 0,144686 0.0345711. I
2_ 0 817 139,736 5,8315 39_.475 0,0281518 0,0575275 0.154223 0,0342711
Z4 0 841 141,899 8.5591 39&,2_ o.04ZOO&_ -6.0_2_J6_ .... b;i4_6 .... G_G_S&Ji6
2_ 0 850 1450959 9.9787 395.763 0.0388235 0.0435294 0.140000 0.0364?06
26 0 860 150.040 8,4346 395.353 0.0232558 0.0430233 0.141860 0.0348831
_7 _ 863 151.852 4.9393 395.756 000336037 0.0220162 0.139050 0,034_6Z5
2_ 0 861 154,725 5.8042 389,629 0,0267131 0,0278746 0,138211 000313589
24 0 877 155.108 3,4667 38T0536 0,0399088 000Z62258 0,137970 0.0319Z10
3o 0 08Z 157,5T! 6.5770 391*&O& 0,6_4156 ...... 0,03_i_ --O_i_iSi§ §0§3i7460
31 O 085 157.528 4,9124 389,520 0,0361582 0,0330983 0.131073 0,0350282
3? 0 090 156,761 3.3601 393.406 0.0382022 0.0314607 0,148315 0.0348315
33 0 878 155.116 4.4741 3960458 0.0410023 0.0330296 0.148064 000318901
34 0 083 155.924 5.0481 3880723 0,0430351 0,0339751 0,150623 0.0294451
35 o 895 154,315 5,1232 3930357 0,0324022 0.0446927 00149721 000324022
36 0 910 153.334 4.2180'- 394;&_4 6.6_§_&_4..... §_6b_g&_b---§;I4635_ 000318681
37 0 907 153.561 5,1217 39_,462 0.0474090 0,0396913 0.142227 0,0330161
3_ 0 901 162,094 4.2508 402.380 0.0355161 0.0388457 0.152053 000344062
39 0 895 153.554 5.9368 400,637 0,0100559 0.0189944 0.143011 0.0324022

Sample Size = 30588



Table E,12.

HEANVAtUESFOe ALL AGEDCASESaY HONTH

_O_VH _TYRE_ _Fe£Q_ AVG_BEN AVG_CH .. AVG_GRSY .EXlT_RT .... ENVRY_RT _ARN_P.__ AF0C.e

I 0 303 45.6700 · 297.765 0.0099010 0.0363036 0.0561056 0.0759076
Z 0 316 43.8904 2'47302 306.875 0,0158228 0.0569620 0,0696203 0.0696203
3 0 330 43.1264 2,60190 312.429 0,0121212 0.0515750 0,0757516 0.0666667
4 0 356 46.7437 7004507 313,419 0.0112360 0,0070787 0,0730337 0.0617970

5 0 367 48.9562 2.64384 316.461 0.0136240 0.0326975 0.0790191. 0.0599455
6 O 383 4d.260& ].02362 )1b._63 6,633_42g ...... §_9974 .... 6;§TS-T][S§ *--§._&66_2_
7 0 382 50.3860 !,89211 317.469 0,0157068 0.0261780 0,0785340 0,0680620
8 0 406 50,2500 3.32178 319.337 0.0221675 0.0609655 0.0812806 000615764
9 0 408 49,9337 1,29064 324.025 0.0294110 0.0269600 0.0704314 0.0606275

10 O 424 40,4455 1.48104 330.333 0.0235849 0,0566030 0.0707547 0,0613200
11 o 429 40,2717 0,61021 336.285 0.0093240 0.0303030 0,0145921 0.0559441
12 o 445 47.96i6 i.22348 339.694 0,§314601 070_§44§_ §;6_4i$7_ ....... _,,6Sd_16
13 o 449 40.0805 1.689o4 337.803 0,o445434 0.0334076 0.0668151 0.0579065
14 O 443 46,8141 0.19501 336,15q 0,0158014 0,0225734 0,0506907 0.0541761
15 o 456 48.5?27 3,47577 339.540 0,0241228 0.0394737 0,0679825 0.0592105
16 O 451 40,3497 1.27840 341,523 0.0266075 0,0155211 0.0643016 0.0532151
17 0 453 49,3459 2,62084 342.572 0.0331126 0.0286916 0.0662252 0.0507726
18 0 456 49,6609 i.0161d _._S_ G.62_J2_6 _**0_?_j6 .... §769_6_S ..... §;bS_2_&
19 0 456 47.7555 0.47461 356.372 0,0263158 0.0219290 0.0745614 0.0926316 m
20 0 458 47.0022 0.35165 357,027 0,0349345 0.0210341 0,0851520 0.0545052 J
_! 0 459 48.6031 1.93202 357,982 0,0305011 0.0261430 0,0784314 0.0610022 -_
22 0 462 47.8649 1.44323 356,102 0,0411255 0,0324675 0.0735931 0.0584416
23 o 454 47.7832 -0,14856 360.350 0,0176211 0.0198230 0,0704846 0.0616740
24 0 461 46,148_ -0.396S_ 3&4,ggb 0,_77_23 §_621JTeg_..... §;0737S_7 -0.06S_7S9
25 0 452 49.0260 3.14206 364,965 0,0288240 0.0221729 0.0665100 0,0607361
26 O 460 49.6346 2.35746 363.874 0.0152174 0.0369565 0.0630435 0.0652174
77 0 465 49.0160 1.83903 367,796 0,0322501 0,0236559 0,0602151 0.0645161
_8 0 459 49.79!7 2.21530 350,692 0,0114292 0.0196070 0.0508235 0,0580235
?9 0 460 51,5175 2.653_i 360.342 0.0260070 0.0195652 0.0506957 0.0600696
:,o o 458 5o.S7_3 0.66202 362_3b1' §;Ol3lbO_ .... 0;02_017S....... O;_S02IB3 - 0;0-6113S_
31 0 471 50,5441 1.79570 363.503 0,0233546 0,0297240 0,0530786 0,0658174
32 _ q67 50.7223 0.73319 361.959 0.0235546 0.0128400 0,0535332 0.0663812
_3 0 466 49.4630 0.75435 361,922 0.0236052 0.0193133 0.0557940 0.0600858
34 0 472 48.9936 1.S3726 364.904 0.0338983 0.0317797 0.0550847 0.0550847
35 0 473 48.3897 0.92719 36_,530 0.0401691 0.0295983 0.0591966 0.0613108
_6 0 466 47.9067 0.4Z_26 _g4;_ 0;_4§_S_2 .... §;_-J]]J?SS ...... §_J_6'-4St ---§;_-_Y_[lI-
17 0 469 47.9226 1.54957 368,681 0.0277156 0.0426439 0,0554371 0.0639659
38 0 471 40.8627 1._3219 366.889 0.0140620 0.0276000 0.05095_4 0.0650174
39 0 475 40.5957 1.01279 368.877 0.0126316 0.0160421 0.0484211 0.0610526

Sample Size = 16990



APPENDIXF

ANALYSIS OF THE INTERACTIONS BETWEEN THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM AND OTHER TRANSFER PROGRAMS

.. The individualeffectsof legislativechangesin the major income support

programswere estimatedusing The Urban Institute'smicrosimulationmodel, the

Transfer Income Model or TRIM2. TRIM2 simulatesthe detailed rules of the

._ major income transfer programs (AFDC, SSI, and Food Stamps). The program

rules are applied to a data base which includesthe demographicand income

characteristicsof a sampleof householdsrepresentativeof the entire United

States. Typically,the CurrentPopulationSurvey serves this purpose. TRIM2

can be used to simulate actual (historic) program rules, or alternative

(counterfactual)program rules. Thus, the effects of counterfactual

provisionson program costs or caseloads or on the incomesof populations

served by these programs can be measured against historic outcomes. The

effects of the interactionsbetween programs are captured since these are

built into the TRIM2 model.

There were significantlegislativechanges in all of the major income

support programs during the 1981-1983 period. Tables F.1 through F.5

summarize the significantfederal legislativechanges in AFDC, SSI, Social

Security,Food Stamps,and UnemploymentInsurance,respectively. In this task

the effectsof the legislativechangesin each of these programson food stamp

caseloadand benefitswere measured. In general,the pre-OBRArules in these
v

programswere used as counterfactualparametersin TRIM2, and these outcomes

were comparedto the historicpost-OBRAsimulationresults.

The March 1984 CurrentPopulationSurvey, representativeof 1983 family

incomecircumstances,was used as the initialdata base. Thus, the estimates
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Table F.[

SU)_LARYOF SIGNIFICANTFEDERAL LEGISL_ATIVECHANGES IN AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN:
JANUARY 1981 THROUGHDECEMBER 1983

Provision Prior Law Current Law, 1983 Legislation

Eligibilitytests:
Gross income none 150% of State need standard1 1981 OBRA
Net income I00% state payment standard at least $10 below state 1981 OBRA

payment standard

Deductionsfrom

gross income:
$30 and [/3 earned applied before other applied last;_onlyavailable 1981 OBRA
income disregard deductions for 4 months_

work expenses no cap standard $75 d_,_uctionfor 1981 OBRA
ful 1-time work

'-' child care no cap capped at $160 per child for 1981 OBRA
ful l-time work

Other income:

lump sum payments could cause loss of lump sum amount/family's need 1981 OBRA
eligibility for 1 month amount - number months of lost

eligibiIity

stepparent income not considered in AFDC a portion of stepparent'sincome 1981 OBRA
benefit determination is considered available to the
unless children adopted AFDC assistance unit

Resources limit: up to $2,0OO/person in $1,OOO/householdmaximum, 1981 OBRA
some states; home and home and auto excluded
auto may be counted

'- Benefit: determined prospectively; determined retrospectively; 1981 OBRA
rounded to closest $1 rounded to lower $1; prorated 1982 TEFRA

in first month

Reporting requirements: monthly reporting not familiesmust report 1981 OBRA
required monthly unless state

obtains waiver

'" Eligibilityof special
groups:

strikers eligible not eligible for payment if 1981 OBRA
caretaker relative on strike
on last day of month

dependent children eligible through age 20 if eligible through age 18 if 1981 OBRA
attending school in high school

pregnant women eligible eligible in 6th-gth months 1981 OBRA

family with eligible if father eligible if principal wage 1981 OBRA
unemployed parent unemployed earner unen_)loyed

1. Increased to 185% by the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.
2. The Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 made a $30 disregard available for 8 months after the '$30 and 1/3" expires.
3. The Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 establishedthe $75 standard for part-£ime as well as full-time workers.
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TableF.2

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANTFEDERAL LEGISLATIVECHANGES IN SOCIAL SECURITY:
JANUARY 1981 THROUGH DECEMBER 1983

Provision PriorLaw CurrentLaw Legislation

Minimum benefit Benefits based on the higher eliminateU for new beneficiaries 19810BRA
of an individual's own PIA effective Nov. 1981 and for
or a minimum PIA current beneficiarieseffective

March 82;
restored for workers who attain 1981 Social Security
62 or die before 1982 Amendments

v Survivor benefits benefits available through benefits for students 18-22 19810BRA
for students age 22 phased out, except for

secondary students under 19

Benefits for eliminated when youngest eliminatedwhen youngest child 19810BRA
widows <60 child turns 18 turns 16

Initial benefit benefit may be paid in delay benefit until first full 19810BRA
"' first month of partial month of eligibility

eligibility

Rounding of benefits to next higher 104 to lower $I 19810BRA

Cost of living 3.5% increase due July COLA delayed to January 1984 1983 Social Security
increases 1983 Amendments

Taxation of benefits Social Security benefits taxation of up tol/2ofbenefits 1983 Social Security
not taxable in households where AGI+I/2 Amendments

Social Security exceeds $25,000
for an individual,$32,000 for a
couple (effective for 1984 tax
year)
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TableF.3

SUI_4ARYOF SIGNIFICANTFEDERALLEGISLATIVECHANGESIN SUPPLEMENTALSECURITYINCOME:
JANUARY1981THROUGHDECEMBER1983

Provision PriorLaw Cur'rentLaw Legislation

Monthlybenefit determinedprospectively; determinedretrospectively; 1981OBRA
roundedto nearest$1 initialbenefitproratedto 1982TEFRA

application date; benefit
roundeddownto lower$1;
Social Security benefits not
examined retrospectively in first
monthsaftera COLAto eliminate
windfal1

Incomedeductions
homeenergy
assistance not deductible deductible 1982TEFRA
in-kindassistance
fromnon-profit not deductible deductible 1982TEFRA

... organlzations

Maximumbenefit increasedon sameschedule subjectto SocialSecurity6 1983SocialSecurity
as SocialSecurity,by monthCOLAdelayfromJuly 1983 Amendments
amountof SocialSecurity toJanuary1984;benefits
COLA increased$20/monthfor

individualsand $30/month
for couplesinJuly 1983

Eligibilityof not eligible eligiblefor up to 3 monthseach 1983SocialSecurity
homelesspersons year if residentof publi_ Amendments

emergencyshelter

State'passthrough" statesmusteither(al stateusingmethod(almust 1983SocialSecurity
of federalCOLA provideat leastthe maintainsupplementation Amendments

levelof supplementation amountsin effectin March1983,
,_ to eachcategoryof and inJuly 1983must'pass

recipientprovidedin through"at leasta 3.5%
Oecamber1976;or (b) increase(ratherthanfull
maintainsuppl_ntation federalincrease)
expendituresat the level
of the prioryear
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Tal_le F.4.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANTFEDERAL LEGISLATIVECHANGES IN UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE:
JANUARY 1981 THROUGH DECEMBER 1983

Provision Prior Law Current Law Legislation

Trtggering of
extended _nefi ts

computationof ratio of average number computation excludes
insuredunemployment of insuredunemployed current EB recipients
rate persons in last 13 from 'insured unemployed

weeks to average number
in covered employment in
the state

national trigger available in all states discontinued 1981 OBRA
when national insured
unempl oj_ment rate

_-- averages ¢. 5%

state triggers available in a state if available in a state if 1981 OBRA
(al its 13 week IUR is at (al its IUR ,is at least 5% and
least 4% during the same is 20% higher than in the
period and Is 20% higher prior 2 years;
than in the prior 2 years; (b) at state option, when the
(b) at state option, when state IUR ts at least 6%

--' the state IUR is at least S%

Interest on federal not charged interest of up to 10% charged 1981 0BRA
loans to state UI on loans made to states after
programs April I, 1982;

states with high unemployment 1982 TEFRA
may defer interest;
statesmay qualify for deferred Social Security

_- interest if steps taken to Amendments of 1983
improve program solvency

Trade Adjustment available concurrently aval1able only when regular 1981 OBRA
Assistance (T/LA) with regular U[ UI exhausted

Unemploymentfor not restricted based on eliminated for individualswho 1981 OBRA
Ex-Service Members type of discharge, could have re-enlisted, or who
(UCX) opportunity for re-enllst- had a less _han honorable

merit or length of service; discharge;
ex-service members can
receive benefits for restored for honorably discharged Miscellaneous
26 weeks veterans who completed their Revenue Act of

first full term of service; they 1982
can obtain up to 13 weeks of
benefits based on military
empI o_ent

Federal Supplemental "third tier" of benefits authorized for September 1982 1982 TEFRA
Compensation available during 72-73 and through March 1983, with 6-10

75-77 recessions brought FSC weeks;
maximum UI duration to
S2 weeks in 72-73, 65 FSC weeks increased to 8-16; 1982 Surface
weeks In 75-77 ' Transportation

Assi stance Act

FSC extended through September 1983 Social Security
1983 at 8-14 weeks, 6-10 if had A_endments
previously received FSC, for
maximum UI duration of 65 weeks;

FSC extended through March 1985 Federal Supplemental
at 8-14 weeks CompensationA_endments

- Taxation of UI taxable if income > taxable if income > $12,000 1982 TEFRA
benefits $20,000 for an i_ividual, for an individual_

_.>$25,000 for a joint return _ $18,000 for a joint return
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Table F.5
SUMKARYOF SIGNIFICANTFEDERALLEGISLATIVECI_ANGESIN THE FOODSTAMPPROGRAM:

JANUARY 1981 THROUGH DECEMBER 1983

Provision PriorLaw December1983Law Legislation

Eligibilitytestfor net income100%of poverty grossincome130%of poverty; 19810BRA;
Non-elderly/disabled and net income100%of poverty 1982FoodStamp
household Amendments

Deductions from income:
-- Standarddeduction updatedeachJanuary; updatepostponedfromjanuary1982to 19810BRA and

· roundedto nearest$5 October1983;updatedeachOctober, 1982FoodStamp
roundedtolower$1 Amendments

Dependentcare/ subjectto cap updated cap updatepostponedfromOanuary1982 1981OBRAand
excessshelter eachJanuary;cap rounded to October1983; 198ZFood
deductionfor non- to nearest$5 updatedeachOctober; StampAmendments
elderly/disabled cap roundedto lower$1

Separatedependent to be effectiveOctober repealedpriorto 19810BRA
caredeFluction 1981 implementation

Earnedincome 20% of earnedincome 18%deductible 19810BRA
deductible

Excessmedicalcosts monthlycostsover$35; monthlycostsover$35 19810BRA
-J of elderly/disabled to be costsover$25 (changeto $25 repealed

as of October1981 priorto implementation)

MaximumAllotment updatedeachJanuarybased updatepostponedfromJanuary1982to 1981OBRA;1981
on projectedcostof October1982;updatedeachOctober and 1982Food
ThriftyFoodPlan;rounded basedon 99% of costof ThriftyFood StampAmendments
tolower$1 Plan*

_J Initialbenefits fullmonthlybenefit proratedto applicationdate;no benefit 19810BRA;1982
<$10

Accountingand reporting Calculatedprospectively; Calculatedretrospectively; 19810BPJk;198ZFood
periodfor eligibility roundedto nearest$I roundedto lower$1; StampAmendments

earnersand potentialearnersmust
reportmonthly{mandatory
implementationdelayed

'" delayeduntilJanuary1984under
subsequent legislation)

Eligibility of special
groups:
boarders eligible ineligible 19810BRA

strikers eligible eligibleonlyif eligibleimmediately 19810BI_A
" priorto strike

childrenliving may fileseparately mustfileas one household 19810BRA
with non-elderly/
non-disabled parents

non-elderly/non- may fileseparately mustfileas one household 1982FoodStamp
disabledsiblings Amendments

v

collegestudents eligibleif headof eligibleonlyif workingpart-time(at 1982FoodStamp
householdor spouseof least20 hoursper week);participating Amendments
head,or participantin in federalwork/study;responsible
federalwork/study for a child<6; or if on AFDC
program,WIN,or part-
timework{at least
hoursper week)

*PublicLaw98-473returnedthe basisfor adjustmentto 100 percentof the costof the ThriftyFoodplan
effective November 1984.

V
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represent the program effects in 1983, holding constant other economic

circumstancesof families. In addition, since the microsimulationmodel

cannot capture any behavioraleffects of legislativechanges, the estimates

representthe total effectin the absenceof any householdbehavioralchange.

The followingsix simulationswere produced:

1) Pre-OBRArules for AFDC, SSI, SocialSecurity,
and Food Stamps;

._ 2) Post-OBRArules for AFDC, combinedwith pre-OBRArules
for SSI, SocialSecurity,and food stamps;

3) Post-OBRArules for AFDC and SSI, combinedwith pre-OBRA
rules in SocialSecurityand food stamps;

. 4) Post-OBRArules for AFDC, SSI, and SocialSecurity,
combined with pre-OBRA Food Stamp Program rules;

5) Post-OBRArules for AFDC, SSI, SocialSecurity,and
food stamps; and

6) Post-OBRA rules for AFDC, SSI, Social Security, and
3 Food Stamps,combinedwith a counterfactualassumption

regardingthe total amountof UnemploymentInsurancebenefits·

Simulations2 through4 are counterfactualswhich show the marginaleffectof

adding the post-OBRA rules in AFDC, SSI, and Social Security to the first

simulation,which is a baselineof all programsas they would have existedhad

OBRA never been implemented. Simulationnumber 5 includesthe actual post-

OBRA rules in all programs,and the differencebetween this simulationand

simulationnumber ¢ is solely due to the changes in the Food Stamp Program·

The last simulation is a counterfactual designed to demonstrate the

significance of UI benefit programs for the food stamp caseload and

benefits. As explained below, it is not a true counterfactual in the sense

that pre- and post-OBRAUI benefitrules were simulated,1 but it assumesthat

more monieswould have been allocatedto UI benefitsin 1983, increasingthe

1. The TRIM2 model does not includea detailedsimulationof UI benefit
rul es.
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nun_erof unemployedpersonwith benefits. All other simulationsused the CPS

v reportedamountof UI benefits.

Not all of the provisions shown in Table F.1 through F.5 were

simulatable,but those that were excluded are relatively insignificant.1

_. Table F.6 shows the legislativechanges that were simulated. These can be

cross-referencedwith the details of the actual legislation presented

earlier. The significanceof the provisionsomittedfor each of the programs

_. I sdt scussed bel ow.

For AFDC all of the legislative provisions during the 1981-1983 period

were simulated except the changes in the treatment of other income (a portion

of stepparent'sincome is now countedand a single lump sum paymentcan cause

loss of eligibility in more than 1 month), proration, family reporting

requirements,and eligibilityfor strikers and pregnant women. Of those

._ provisions omitted, the treatment of stepparent tncome had the most

significanteffect on the AFDC program, but the interactioneffect with the

Food Stamp Programprobablywould not have been significant.The AFDC quality

control survey showed that about 6 percent of AFDC units had stepparentsin

May 1981 compared to 3 percentin May 1982.2 Presumablysome familieswith

stepparentslost their AFDC eligibilityas a result of this OBRA provision.

An effect on the food stamp caseloadwould not have been expected,however,

because the total household unit would have been counted for income

eligibility in the Food Sta_ Program in both the pre- and post-OBRA

periods. The only potentialeffect on the Food Stamp Programwould have been

1. Provisionsare typicallyomitted from the TRIMZ model becausethey
are judged to be too insignificantto warrantthe developmentaland processing
burdens; they are administrativein nature;or there is insufficientdata on

-- eitherthe CPS or externaldata sourcesto implementthem.
2. Unpublisheddata suppliedby the Office of Family Assistance,Social

SecurityAdministration.This effectis also discussedin Weder (1983).



Table F.6

SIMULATEDCHANGESIN PROGRAMLEGISLATION

Program Legislation

AFDC 1. E1igibilitytests
a. Introduction of gross income test
b. Net income must be at least $10 below state payment standard

2. Deductions

a. $30 and 1/3 earned income disregardappliedas last deductionand only available
for 4 months

b. Cap on standard work expense deduction
c. Cap on child care expenses

3. Resourcelimit reducedto $1000

4. Eligibilityof specialgroups
a. Reductioninageof eligibilityofchildrento 18 ,_

I

SSI 1. Maximumbenefit: COLA delayfromJuly 1983 toJanuary 1984; benefitincreaseof

$20/monthfor individualsand $30/monthfor couplesinJuly 1983

Social Security 1. Cost of living increase: COLA delayed from July 1983 to January 1984

Food Stamps 1. Eligibilitytest

a. Gross incometest of 130% of povertyintroducedfor non-elderly/disabled,combined
with 100% net income test

2. Deduction

a. Standard deduction frozen from January 1982 to October 1983

b. Dependent care excess shelter deduction frozen from January 1982 to October 1983

c. Earned income deduction reduced to 18% of earnings

3. Maximum allotment: frozen from January 1982 to October 1982; based on 99% cost of

Thrifty Food Plan

4. Eligibility of special groups: students eligible only if head of household
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an increase in food stamp benefits for families who retained food stamp

eligibilitybut lost AFDC benefits. The potentialsize of this effectwould

be small, however,since the number of familieswho lost their AFDC benefits

as a result of the stepparent'sincome provisionwas small relative to the

total food stamp caseload.l

The change in the SSI maximumbenefit levels due to the simultaneous COLA

delay and the permanent benefit increase was simulated. This was the only SSI

'_ program provision likely to affect the food stamp caseload and benefits.

Similarly, only the COLA delay for Social Security beneficiaries was

simulated,but this was the only provisionlikely to have a signficanteffect

on the Food Stamp Program.

All of the importantFood Stamp Program provisionswere simulated. The

one possible exceptionwas the omission of the effect of the repeal of two

.- provisionswhich were scheduledto go into effect in October 1981 but were

recinded by the OBRA legislation. These were the addition of a separate

dependentcare deductionand the $10 reductionin the medicalcost exclusion

v for the elderly. These provisionswere simulatedseparatelyand found to have

an insignificant(.2 percent)effecton food stamp costs. The reasonwhy they

were not significantwas that so few householdsclaim these deductions. In

August 1982, for example, only 1.7 percent of all food stamp households

claimed the dependent care deduction, and 2.2 percent claimed the medical

deduction. It may be true, however, that the additional dependent care

deductionwould have been claimedby more households. As mentionedearlier,

the simulationcannot capturebehavioralchange. Estimatesof the behavioral

1. At most, the benefitsof 1.g percentof the food stampcaseloadwould
have been affected.



v

F-Il

effect of these provisionsmust remainpurely speculative,however,since the

'_ legislationrecindedprovisionswhich never took effect.

As mentionedearlier, the UnemploymentInsurancebenefitscounterfactual

was not an attempt to preciselysimulate the pre- and post-OBRAUI program

rules. TRIM2 does not includethis type of simulationmodule. Rather,this

was an attemptto providea scenariowhich demonstratedthe sensitivityof the

Food Stamp Programto the availabilityof UI benefits. RecentlyVroman (1984)

estimatedthe total dollar effect of the federalchangesin UI shown in F.5.

He reportedthat the changesin the federalUCX and TAA programs1 represented

a $1.0 billioncut in benefitsin 1983,and that the federalextendedbenefits

-- policies resulted in a $4.4 billion cut in benefits for the long-term

unemployed. Vroman also concludedthat federalpoliciescaused a $3.3 billion

reductionin state-providedregularUI benefits. The Vroman study represents

,. a carefulattemptto estimatethe effectsof the OBRA and TEFRA legislationon

U1 benefits. However,the estimateswere based on an analysisof time series

data and are, of course,subjectto standardstatisticalerror.

The UI counterfactualsimulationassumes that $5.4 billion additional

dollarswould have been paid out in benefitsin 1983. All of the additional

monies were distributedto unemployedpersonswithoutreportedUI benefitsin

1983. Benefitswere distributedbased upon historicalreceiptof benefitsfor

unemployedpersons disaggregatedinto 8 sex-age groups (men and women age

16-19, 20-24, 25-44, and 45 and older). The effect of a reductionin state

benefits was not included,since assignment of federal responsibilityfor
v

these cutbacksis somewhatspeculative.

1. UCX: Unemploymentfor Ex-ServiceMembers; TAA: Trade Adjustment
Assistance.
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Tables F.7 throughF.9 show the resultsof the first four counterfactual

simulationsand the post-OBRAhistoricsimulation. Shown are the net effects

of the legislationon the populationeligible for and receivingfood stamps;

the effects on households by their gross income levels as a percent of

poverty; effects on average food stamp benefits for both eligible and

participanthouseholds. Table F.IO presents the effects of the UI counter-

factualsimulation. The TRIM2 food stamp participantestimateswere selected

from the total pool of eligiblehouseholdsusing a probabilityfunction. The

TRIM2 probability function was based upon an analysis of historic

participationpatterns comparing the Food Stamp Quality Control data on

participantsto monthly estimates of eligibles in the Current Population

Survey.The implicationsof the resultspresentedin Tables F.7 throughF.iO

are discussedin ChaptersIII and VI.



Table F.7

NET EFFECTOF LEGISLATIONIN OTHERTRANSFERPROGRAMSONTHEFOODSTAMPCASELqAD:
CHANGEIN HOUSEHOLDSELIGIBLE ORRECEIVINGFOODSTAMPBENEFITSDURING1983'

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Social Total Food

Number (000)of AFDC SSI Security Interaction Stamp
FoodStampHouseholds Pre-OBRARules Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

Total EligibleCaseload 19,801 + 6 - 22 - 1 - 17 - 1311

With AFDC 3,688 - 131 0 + 2 - 129 - 21

With Earnings 13,133 + 11 - 4 - 2 - 5 - 1174

With SSI 2,348 + 75 + 39 + 59 + 173 - 49

With SocialSecurity 4,592 - 2 - 18 - 8 - 28 - 169

WithOtherIncome 3,469 + 22 -I + 13 + 34 245

Total ParticipantCaseload 9,955 - 46 - 8 + 37 - 17 - 389

WithAFDC 3,661 -118 -- +2 -116 -13

With Earnings 5,445 - 71 - 1 - - - 72 - 312

With SSI 2,045 + 53 + 43 + 50 + 146 - 52

WithSocialSecurity 2,488 + 28 + 19 + 21 + 68 - 97

WithOtherIncome 1,453 -20 + 3 + 7 - 10 - 59

SOURCE: TRIM2estimatesbased on March 1984 CurrentPopulationSurvey

1. Estimatesshowthe numberof householdswho would be eligiblefor or receivingfood stampsat some

time during the year
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Table F.8

EFFECTOF LEGISLATIONIN OTHERTRANSFERPROGRAMSONTHE FOODSTAMPCASELOAD:
CHANGE IN FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDSBY GROSS INCOMEAS PERCENTOF POVERTY

Numberof HouseholdsEligiblefor Food StampsDuring 1983
(In Thousands)

(1) (2) .(3) (4) (5) (6)
Social Total Food

AnnualGross Income AFDC SSI Security Interaction Stamp
As A Percentof Poverty Pre-OBRARules Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

50% or Less 3,793 + 39 - 8 + 3 + 34 - -

51 - 100% 7,163 + 37 - 25 - 12 - 3 - -

101 - 130% 3,138 - 51 + 10 + 9 - 32 - 149

131% and Over 5,709 - 19 + I + 2 - 16 - 1162

Total 19,801 + 6 - 22 - I - 17 - 1311
I

. Numberof HouseholdsReceivingFood StampsDuring1983

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Social Total Food

AnnualGross Income AFDC SSI Security Interaction Stamp
As A Percentof Poverty Pre-OBRARules Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

50%orLess 2,220 +21 -8 +4 + 17 --

51-100% 4,478 +29 -21 + 10 + 18 --

101-130% 1,256 -58 +21 +13 -23 -85

131% and Over 1,952 - 39 - - + 10 - 29 - 303

Total 9,955 - 46 - 8 + 37 - 17 - 388

SOURCE: TRIM2 estimatesbasedon March 1984 CurrentPopulationSurvey



Table F.9

NET EFFECTOF LEGISLATIONIN OTHER TRANSFERPROGRAMSON AVERAGEANNUAL FOODSTAMP BENEFIT
' AND AVERAGEANNUALGROSS INCOMEFOR FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDSIN 1983

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Social T_tal Food

HouseholdsEligible AFDC SSI Security Interaction Stamp
ForFoodStamps Pre-OBRARules Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)
AverageFoodStamp Benefit 583 + I - 2 - - - I + 19

Non-ElderlyHouseholds

AverageGross Income 9,624 - 34 + 3 - - - 31 - 596
AverageFoodStampBenefit 639 + I - 1 + 1 +'1 + 25

ElderlyHouseholds

AverageGross Income 5,974 + 40 + 23 + 7 + 70 - 104
AverageFood Stamp Benefit 417 + 2 - 10 - I - 9 - 15 _l

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Social Total Food

HouseholdsReceiving AFDC SSI Security Interaction Stamp
FoodStamps Pre-OBRARules Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($)
AverageFoodStampBenefit 1,157 +8 - 8 - 2 - 2 -5

Non-Elderly Households

AverageGrossIncome 8,210 - 67 + 5 - I -63 - 299
AverageFoodStampBenefit 1,305 + 18 -4 - - + 14 + 2

Elderly Households

AverageGross Income 5,429 + 35 + 17 + 8 + 60 - 75
AverageFoodStampBenefit 765 - 8 - 17 - 8 - 33 - 23

SOURCE: TRIM2 estimates based on March 1984 Current Population Survey
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Table F.IO

ESTIMATESOF THE EFFECTSOF AN INCREASEIN THE NUMBER
OF UNEMPLOYED PERSONS WITH UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

BENEFITS DURING 1983

Unemployment
Postr Insuranc§

. ProgramEstimate OBRA_ Counterfactual_

UI Benefits
(Billions) $19.6 $25.0

Persons with UI
Benefits(000) 10,104 12,574

Food Stamps Eligibles

Households,
Ever-on(000) 18,478 16,953

Benefits
(Billions) $18.814 $17.018

Food Stamp Participants

Households,
Ever-on(000) 9,571 8,763

Benefit s
{Bi11ions) $10.999 $9.921

SOURCE: Historicalpost-OBRAUI benefits as reported in March, 1984 Current
Population Survey. UI counterfactualand Food Stamp benefits are simulated
estimates.

1. Historical simulation,includes post-OBRA legislationin all programs,
includingFood Stamps.

2. Counterfactualsimulation assumes pre-OBRA legislation in federal UI
programs(UCX,TAA) and an increasein extendedbenefits.
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